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ABSTRACT 
 
HOMEOWNERSHIP OF LATINOS IN RICHMOND:  
AN EVALUATION OF THE HOMEOWNERSHIP TO COMMUNITY 
PARTICIPATION MODEL 
 
By Coleman E. Rose, M.S. 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of 
Science at Virginia Commonwealth University. 
 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2003 
 
Major Director: Dr. Nita L. Bryant, Assistant Professor and Graduate Director, 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
 
 
Over the decades of the last century, home ownership in the U.S. has become a major 
institution and part of the American dream.  Many arguments have developed that tout 
the benefits of homeownership: benefits both for the individual, and for the larger 
society.  This study examines one such argument, considering the effects for Latino 
immigrants of homeownership on community participation.  As this is the first study to 
consider this model for an immigrant population, it is also the first to introduce to this 
model the concepts of acculturation and assimilation.  Studying Latinos in Richmond, 
Virginia is particularly interesting as Latinos are new ethnic community members to a 
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city that has historically been defined by differences in race (black and white), 
additionally, unlike most studies done on Latinos in their traditional places of settlement, 
ethnic enclaves in Richmond have yet to develop.  As a result the types of community 
participation considered here are ones that involve social interaction with non-Latinos.  
This study has found neither theoretical nor empirical support for the model; other causal 
variables for community participation are suggested.  It adds to the body of theoretical 
work by suggesting that Weber’s concept of status groups be used to describe 
homeowners as a distinct status group in U.S. society.; additional suggestions for future 
research are included.  Data for the thesis was drawn from the Latinos in Richmond 
Project.
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
 
 Over the decades of the last century, home ownership in the U.S. has become a 
major institution.  It has been incorporated within the American dream, and making this 
dream into a reality is, for many Americans, a major life accomplishment.  As part of its 
institutionalization, many arguments have developed that tout the benefits of 
homeownership: benefits both for the individual, and for the larger society.  Following in 
the vein of earlier sociological works, this study examines one such argument. 
 The assertion examined here states that by increasing the number of homeowners 
we can create stronger communities.  This statement is built upon an assumption that 
there are positive relationships between homeownership and community participation, 
and community participation and a strong community.  This study considers the first 
positive relationship in this chain of cause and effects; it asks if this positive relationship 
is accurate for Latino immigrants.  More specifically, it is concerned with the case of 
Latino immigrants to mid-sized cities with a low Latino population percentage: cities like 
Richmond, Virginia.    
 
Why study Latinos in Richmond? 
 The demographic trends in Richmond are representative of trends that are 
happening in other mid-sized cities that have traditionally had a non-existent Latino 
population.  While the Latino population percentage is still low in these cities, it is 
growing.  In Greater Richmond, the Hispanic population increased by 13,956 people 
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between 1990 and 2000 (up from 1.1% of the total Greater Richmond population to 2.3% 
of the total Greater Richmond population), (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990; U.S. Bureau 
of the Census 2000).  Between 1990 and 2000, the total population of Greater Richmond 
increased by 130,872 people: roughly eleven percent of this increase in population is 
accounted for by the increase in Latinos (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990; U.S. Bureau of 
the Census 2000).   
 It is the sudden and recent growth of the Latino population in these areas that has 
made these cities a subject of sociological and demographic interest.  The population 
growth in these areas, and of the Mexican population in particular, seems to be a result of 
immigrants migrating and moving away from what were traditional places of settlement 
(Durand, Massey and Chavet 2000: 1; Hernández-León and Zúñiga 2000: 56).  And, it 
appears as though the Hispanics who have moved away from these traditional places of 
settlement “fare better,” both in terms of educational attainment and employment rates, 
than the Hispanics who remain in those traditional places of settlement (Cavalcanti and 
Schleef 2001: 116).   
 In addition to an interest in testing the homeownership to community participation 
model to a rapidly growing population of sociological interest, there are also many things 
that considering the case of Latino immigrants can bring to our understandings of both 
homeownership and community participation.  First, immigrants bring the added 
dimensions of acculturation and assimilation to community participation.  Secondly, 
considering immigrant homeowners helps to emphasize that a willingness to plant roots 
in one area is a necessary step in the path towards homeownership.  In fact, many 
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immigrants may be much more willing to participate in their communities than to buy a 
home, as participating in communities does not threaten their mobility, while buying a 
home does.  Thirdly, studying Latino immigrants, as opposed to other immigrant groups, 
or immigrants more generally, is of interest as Latinos have grown into the largest 
distinct minority group in the U.S..   
Lastly, while U.S. society largely considers Latinos as one cohesive group, a 
“Latino” is actually created here in the U.S. as the immigrant acculturates and assimilates 
into society.  This increases the complexity of Latino assimilation, where we find not one 
ideal-type to which an immigrant acculturates, but rather a variety of ideal types, and a 
variety of groups to which the immigrant can assimilate. This complexity is especially 
interesting in a city like Richmond that has historically defined its racial and ethnic 
landscape in black and white.  Latinos in Richmond settle in non-ethnic specific 
neighborhoods, meaning that becoming homeowners and participating in community 
offer greater chances for assimilation into non-ethnic specific groups, and could, 
conceivably, offer Latinos in Richmond greater potential for acquiring social and cultural 
capital that could be exchanged for higher social-class levels. 
 
Significance for the Discipline 
 In addition to the research opportunities afforded by the unique situation of 
Richmond, and the relevance of these findings to other cities in a similarly unique 
situation, previous sociological research has of yet neither evaluated the homeownership 
myth considered here for immigrants, nor for Latino immigrants more specifically.  This 
  
4
 
offers me the opportunity to base my research on the analytical structure and findings of 
previous similar studies, while also filling a hole in the body of sociological literature 
through the application of this problem to the Latino immigrant population.   
 
Potential Implications 
 Beyond adding to sociological knowledge on homeownership, Latinos, and 
immigration, this research project aims to inform subsequent housing policies.  What we 
learn from this study, and other studies like it, can help us understand how we can 
increase residents' participation in their communities.  This knowledge can help us 
evaluate the likely effectiveness of present housing policies that aim to strengthen 
communities via increasing community participation.  It can likewise help us create better 
housing and community strengthening policies. 
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CHAPTER 1:  REVIEW OF THEORETICAL LITERATURE 
 
 My main concerns in this chapter of the thesis are:  one, to present a discussion on 
how home ownership can be conceptualized; two, establish the distinction between what 
sociological theory and political ideology have to say regarding the effects of home 
ownership on community participation;  three, understand the likely significance of home 
ownership and community participation among Latino immigrants.  This chapter is meant 
to lead into the following chapter that reviews relevant empirical literature.  Examining 
theory first helps provide direction for not only choosing the appropriate literature to 
review, but also for understanding that literature’s significance and its theoretical 
strengths and weaknesses. 
 
CONCEPTUALIZING HOME OWNERSHIP 
 In this section, Weber's class analysis is used to locate the significance of home 
ownership for the organization of U.S. society.  While his class analysis is useful for 
understanding the different forms of home ownership, it ultimately fails as a useful 
theoretical framework for home ownership.  Rather, Weber's writings on status form a 
much better framework for understanding home ownership.   
 This section compares the use and exchange values between a home that is rented 
and one that is bought.  Through understanding the home as a commodity, home 
ownership can be understood as a pattern of commodity consumption indicative of a 
home ownership status group in the U.S..  This status group separates itself from people 
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who rent homes.  The institutionalization of this status group has created imagined good 
effects of home ownership for American communities.  This section will introduce the 
reader to some of these "good" effects. 
 
Weber: Is there a class difference between homeowners and renters? 
 Homeownership, by itself, cannot tell us to which class an individual belongs.  
Firstly, homeownership, or renting, is but one exchange relationship a person enters, and 
the characteristics of this one relationship are not necessarily indicative of the other 
exchange relationships a person enters in their life.  Secondly, there are operational 
inconsistencies in how the term “homeowner,” is used that precludes its use for 
understanding, in Weberian terms, whether or not an individual is a debtor.  Before 
explaining these two problems in greater detail, I will first review Weber’s distinction 
between the creditor and debtor as part of the factors that determine a person’s class 
position. 
 For Weber, class refers to the unequal distribution of economic goods and 
services in society (Weber 1920: 44).  Class is first and primarily based on the creditor-
debtor relationship.  To be a creditor one must possess property, or wealth, that they have 
converted into an entrepreneurial function (Weber 1920: 44).  This is not the defining 
variable for a creditor; it is a prerequisite.  The defining characteristic of a creditor is 
taking on debtors. 
 Some people own wealth, but have no debtors, so they are not really creditors.  If 
their wealth is converted to an entrepreneurial function, this classification of people refers 
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to the same group that Marx referred to as the petty bourgeoisie.  These people own a 
little bit of property, such as a shop front, and they create their own commodities that 
they present for sale. 
 Weber's creditors try to increase their wealth, much like Marx’s capitalists.  
Nevertheless, their relationship is not defined as one of exploitation.  The relationship 
between creditor and debtor is instead based on the market value of the debtor’s life-
chances.  Life-chances represent the skills that the debtor brings to the market.  Different 
skills are valued at different prices, and they also permit differing levels of control within 
the work environment.  The combination of prices, or income earned, and potential for 
control determine their position, and ultimately whether they fall into the middle or 
working classes.   
 The larger exchange relationship that determines a person’s class position as 
either a creditor or debtor, is the exchange that people make between their capital and a 
person’s labor, or the exchange of one’s labor for a wage.  Additionally, a piece of the 
puzzle that is missing from an assessment of home ownership as determining class is the 
assessment of a person’s life chances.  This is not as problematic an absence, as life 
chances are used for a secondary classification of debtors.  While homeownership by 
itself is too limited a variable upon which to base a Weberian class analysis, 
understanding the distinction Weber makes between creditors and debtors is useful for 
understanding an operational inconsistency with the term homeowner. 
 Within the specific exchange relationship a person enters regarding homes, a 
homeowner could either be a creditor, a debtor, or neither.  In understanding these 
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distinctions between different types of homeowners it is first important to make a 
distinction between homeowners who actually own their home versus home owners who 
are in the process of buying their home.  Understanding that the buying of a home is 
usually a 15 to 30 year process, it is quite likely that many to a majority of the people 
who call themselves homeowners are really renters of another sort.   
 The homeowner paying a mortgage and the tenant paying rent would both be 
considered debtors within Weber’s schema.  Whereas the renter is a debtor to a landlord, 
a homeowner in the process of buying a home is a debtor to the capital controlled by a 
financial institution (a bank).  It is important to note that while both are debtors, the 
homeowner-debtor is in a different context than the tenant as she is in the process of 
moving-out of a debtor relationship.  When she becomes a true homeowner, she will no 
longer be a debtor – at least not as relates to the occupation of her home.   
 This homeowner could become a creditor if in the future she rented her house to 
someone else.  It is also possible for a homeowner to occupy contradictory positions.  For 
example, perhaps they are in the process of buying a second home while renting another 
home that they own to someone else.  Or, they may be part-creditors, if the home that 
they rent to someone else is partly owned by them, and partly owned by that financial 
institution that lent them the money to begin acquiring the home.   
 It is not possible to adequately assess class related factors between homeowners 
and non-homeowners unless distinctions are made between people who rent, people who 
are paying a mortgage to own, people who have paid their mortgage and own their 
homes, and those who have converted their home ownership assets into an income 
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producing asset by taking on renters.  However, it is possible to understand class-related 
concepts within homeownership.  Again, relying on Weber and his inclusion of a social 
sphere in understanding a person’s position within society, it is possible to conceptualize 
home ownership as a status level distinct from non-homeowners.  In such a 
conceptualization, the operational inconsistencies for understanding the class related 
factors of homeownership may be unimportant; those who are paying a mortgage to own, 
those who have paid their mortgage and own all of their homes, and those who have 
converted their home ownership assets into an income producing asset by taking on 
renters, may all occupy the same status level of homeowners.  Empirically, this is hard to 
tell, as the same operational inconsistencies with understanding homeownership in 
relation to Weber’s class scheme plague most methodological procedures that classify 
people as either homeowners or renters.  There are usually no operational considerations 
given to understanding the differences between those who own and those in the process 
of buying.  Theoretically, it makes sense to group together those who own and those in 
the process of buying, because in both instances they demonstrate social actions 
representative of the honor that would define this group.  I will re-examine this issue in 
the conclusion to this chapter. 
 Before considering in greater detail homeowners as a status group, this theoretical 
discussion continues with a consideration of the home as a commodity.  This is an 
important piece towards understanding how this status group distinction works, as the 
greatest defining feature of this status group is the way in which this commodity, the 
home, is consumed. 
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Marx: Home as a Commodity 
 In a recent dissertation, DeLorenzo (2001) framed her investigation of home 
ownership among Washington, D.C. Latinos, in part through Marx’s distinction between 
the use value and the exchange value of a commodity.  The framing of the home as a 
commodity refers to the physical structure of the home, and not other less tangible 
aspects also associated with the home.  DeLorenzo defines these two types of values 
using David Harvey’s 1973 work, Social Justice and the City.  The use value of a 
commodity, as DeLorenzo summarizes (2001:28), is that value which only becomes 
explicit through the use of the commodity, or through the consumption of that 
commodity.  Exchange value is the quantitative measure of a commodity’s worth.  The 
exchange value of a commodity becomes explicit in the trade, or in the buying and selling 
of a commodity (DeLorenzo 2001: 28).  In describing a house as a commodity, 
DeLorenzo (2001) lists various uses, via her review of Harvey’s work:  “providing 
shelter, privacy, a relative location which is accessible to work places, retail 
opportunities, …and a means for storing and enhancing wealth” (DeLorenzo 2001: 29).   
 The last use value she lists is the only home ownership specific use value in her 
list that does not exist in the home a person rents.  For comparison, a rental property can 
meet all of the use values she listed except this last one.  In fact, this is one of the chief 
reasons that institutions within American society encourage homeownership: convert 
monthly rental payments into monthly mortgage payments and stop putting your money 
into another person’s pocket.  This home owning specific use value is also tied to 
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exchange value, as the accumulated wealth is what, in part, determines the exchange 
value of their property.  The greater the equity a person has in their home, the more of the 
exchange value they own.  Of course, a large part of the exchange value of a home is also 
dependent on its market value, which can either increase or decrease the wealth of that 
property (see review of Fitchen’s (1989) work in the literature review).  In addition to the 
use value of storing and enhancing wealth, the owner’s rights to the exchange value of 
their home is the other distinction between the homeowner and the renter.  
 Thus, the way in which the commodity home is consumed affects both the use 
and exchange values.  Homeowners who have either bought, or are in the process of 
buying their homes, have an added use value, while also gaining an exchange value for 
the commodity home.  Renters, those who have neither bought, nor are in the process of 
buying their home, share all but one of the same use values of this commodity, while no 
exchange value exists for their home.  This distinction between use and exchange values 
for the same commodity, caused by the differences between buying and "borrowing" this 
commodity, forms the basis for a status group, and it may be part of a consumption style 
indicative of various other status groups. 
 
Weber:  Homeowners as a Status Group 
 For Weber, social status refers to the unequal distribution of social honor in 
society.  Each social group contains its own honor: the social actions valued as good.  
People within these groups are ordered according to how well they fill or fit the honor 
espoused within their group.  Within society as a whole, there is a larger structuration of 
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honor: the different status groups are ordered according to which is more important.  This 
ordering is based on the power that each group possesses within the larger society.  While 
it is possible for people of different classes to mix together within the same social group, 
class more often than not can act as one of the boundaries of status groups.  As status is 
characterized by the style of life one leads, and as maintaining a style of life requires the 
consumption of commodities, leading certain styles of life and belonging to certain social 
status groups may be closed to others by economic restrictions that make it impossible for 
them to attain the consumption patterns deemed necessary (Weber 1920: 49, 52). 
 The honor in homeownership seems to settle around the purchasing of property 
and the protection of private property rights.  This honor could have many implications, 
and I will discuss some of the implications in the following two sections of this chapter.  
Part of that discussion reveals the connection of power to this social grouping.  As that 
discussion reveals, this power may be latent, waiting for a necessary spark in public 
debate to ignite it.  Even if that power is latent, it is likely very strong, as it is power that 
derives from homeowners collective concern to protect their private gardens and their 
“stake” in society. 
 Class probably acts as a boundary, just as Weber described it.  This is a separate 
issue addressed in the empirical literature that focuses on the accessibility of home 
ownership.  This literature reveals barriers associated with credit ratings and income, as 
well as barriers based on race and ethnicity.  I will review some of this literature in the 
following chapter.  For the home ownership status group, the consumption pattern is not 
only indicative of the status group, it actually defines the status group.  Some of the 
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literature on how this group defines itself is also discussed in the following chapter.  
There I include two examples of ethnographic work that help to show how 
homeownership operates as a status group.  This literature also shows how the honor of 
this status group has been institutionalized in U.S. society as being part of the American 
Dream.  This institutionalization is especially salient for immigrants, as ascribing to and 
acquiring the American Dream marks a certain degree of acculturation.  I will cover more 
on this subject after the section on Acculturation, Assimilation, and Accommodation.   
 This process for immigrants has been institutionalized to the point where our 
bureaucracy publishes propaganda setting this as a goal for the immigrant just beyond 
their becoming naturalized as citizens.  Becoming a citizen is framed as the way in which 
they can help make their new country stronger, and homeownership is framed as a means 
by which they can help make their community stronger: 
Your new country will be stronger when you become a citizen.  And your 
community will be stronger when you become a homeowner. Both steps will 
mean greater security and stability for you and your family. Millions before you 
have gone through the citizenship process and gone on to own their own homes. 
They’re living proof that while neither process is simple, both open new 
opportunities for a richer, more fulfilling life.  (Quoted in DeLorenzo (2001) from 
a Fannie Mae Foundation 1996 publication, New Americans). 
 
SEPARATING THEORY FROM THE POLITICS OF HOME OWNERSHIP 
 This section continues where the last section left off:  a consideration of the 
effects of home ownership.  Engels was the first to consider the effects of home 
ownership.  In his analysis, he was largely concerned with showing the connection 
between home ownership and capitalism.  Subsequent Marxists writing from Engels have 
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considered how expanding home ownership to workers has functioned to maintain 
capitalism and prevent its destruction. 
 Support for a connection between home ownership and community participation 
does not exist in the theoretical literature.  Rather, this model comes from liberal political 
ideologies.  This ideological model is considered as an extension of Marxist writings on 
home ownership. 
 Towards the end of this section, I move away from theories on social class and 
capitalism, and consider theories that have come from community studies.  It seems to me 
that this body of literature provides a better source for finding possible causes for 
community participation.  This body of literature provides a source of critiques on the 
model that asserts a relationship between home ownership and community participation.  
These theories provide direction for the next step of this study, which requires a more 
systematic consideration of other, possibly better, variables that could explain community 
participation. 
 
Engels:  Political Incorporation Thesis 
 The political incorporation thesis comes from Marxist scholars, although the 
origin of the thesis rests with Engels’s The Housing Question.  This thesis demonstrates 
the connection between home ownership and capitalism.  Specifically, it demonstrates 
how opening private property ownership to workers in the form of home ownership, 
maintains the capitalist system.  A by-product of this thesis seems to be the assertion for a 
connection between home ownership and political participation.  This model in turn 
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seems to have lead to the model espoused in government documents (see Fannie Mae 
quote above), as well as in other places, including the sociological literature (see Rohe, 
Van Zandt, and McCarthy 2002), that asserts home ownership creates better communities 
through encouraging community participation. 
 There are basically two different variants of this thesis among Marxist scholars, 
one is a structural explanation and the other variant emphasizes, “the power of a ruling 
elite which consciously co-opts the working class by encouraging home ownership” 
(Duncan 1981: 103).  I will focus my review of this thesis on the structural explanation 
rather than the power-elite variant for two reasons.  The first reason is one that answers 
needs of brevity: the only real difference in the two variants is in the answer of what is 
the cause.  To understand the non-structural explanation one only needs to replace the 
capitalist system, with the power elite in the following review.  The second reason is that 
the structural explanation better meets my desire to connect home ownership in this 
country to the capitalist mode of production, and not power relations within society.   
 Duncan (1981) largely refers to works by David Harvey and Manuel Castells in 
her description of the political incorporation thesis.  The basic tenet behind this thesis is 
that by allowing workers to become, “partial owners of land and property,” potential 
conflict arising from their exploitation is avoided as those workers now have an 
“interest,” or a “stake in the system” (Duncan 1981: 104; Verberg 1995: 12).  Their 
“stake in the system” is the steady growth of home equity.  And, the risk of worker’s 
involvement in revolutionary activity is prevented by their concerns to protect their stake, 
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“by keeping steady jobs” (Duncan 1981: 104).  Thus, class conflict is abated by the 
worker’s incorporation, and the capitalist system continues. 
 The capitalist system survives and continues for additional reasons stemming 
from home ownership among the working classes.  Duncan (1981: 104) further cites 
David Harvey’s work as she explains that home ownership helps to serve as a check on 
under-consumption, and that it helps maintain the sacrosanctity of the principle of private 
property.  Manuel Castells, following very similar lines of thought as Harvey, adds that 
the consumption patterns of the single-family house, one that reflects ideals of self-
sufficiency where each house has, “its own refrigerator, television set, garden machinery 
and various electric appliances,” serves both ideological and economic functions (Duncan 
1981: 105).  The ideological function of the single-family house, especially the suburban 
single-family house with its surrounding yard separated from the outside world by its 
white picket fence, is in its definition of a positive and idyllic relationship between 
human and nature, as well as within its reference to a nostalgic idea of autonomy thought 
to have been experienced by peasants in pre-capitalist societies (Duncan 1981: 105).  
This positive “home,” relationship, offers the laborer compensation for the exploitive 
relationship encountered at work (Duncan 1981: 105).   
 The economic function that Castells describes for home ownership is echoed in 
Harvey’s description above of the worker’s stake in the system through a desire to 
increase their home equity.  This function operates through the indebting of the laborer to 
a bank through their purchase of a mortgage (1981: 105).  Not only does this tie the 
homeowner to financial institutions, but it also ties the homeowner to the job market, by 
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virtue of their needing to meet mortgage payments in order to hold onto their home 
(Duncan 1981: 105).  Thus, the worker, in acting within their own interests, must avoid 
any activity that could violate the relationship with their bank.   
 Castells additionally describes the single-family house, especially those houses in 
suburban areas separated from other houses by yards and fences, as fostering a high 
degree of “individualized commodity consumption,” (Duncan 1981: 105).  In the same 
way that a mortgage payment ties the worker to their job in such a way that the worker 
sees only their dependence on their employer to maintain their home, so does an 
imagined need for high consumption.  A large part of Castell’s analysis also seems to 
center around answering why there is low solidarity among workers.  That each house on 
a block owns its own lawn-mower, rather than the community on the block sharing one 
lawn mower, not only increases the level of commodity consumption by the individuals, 
thus increasing their dependency to their employer, it also orients the individual towards 
individual solutions to situations of lacking something that is needed.  In this way, the 
worker is both kept constantly in need of buying something else, at the same time that 
they draw further away from solidarity with other workers, and further into 
individualized worlds. 
 The dynamics described by Duncan (1981), via the works of Harvey and Castells, 
explain the neutralization of the politicization of the inherent class tensions within the 
capitalist system.  These theories explain the survival of the capitalist system, and in so 
doing, they help to maintain the vitality of Marx’s analysis of capitalism.  These theories 
lay the groundwork for political models that assert a connection between homeownership 
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and a good democratic citizenry, which in turn seem to have laid the groundwork for 
models connecting homeownership to community participation. 
 
The Politics of Home Ownership: “Good” Democratic Citizens 
 Lundqvist (1998), in an analysis that asked whether or not Swedish homeowners 
were better democratic citizens, by virtue of their frequency of participation, than non-
homeowners, reviewed some of the relevant political and theoretical literature.  
Lundqvist (1998) begins his review by means of understanding conservative ideology 
that asserts that, “property ownership makes citizens more engaged and interested in 
public affairs, more knowledgeable, and more loyal to democracy,” (Lundqvist 1998: 
217).  This ideology extends beyond merely asserting a connection to a more engaged 
citizenry, as Lunqvist cites (1998: 227), it extends to the construction of home ownership 
as the materialization of a natural calling within humans: “home ownership is seen as 
congruent with man’s deeply felt ‘natural’ desire for private property and thus for 
material security” (Lundqvist 1998: 227). 
 These conservative ideologies seem to spring from the critiques by Engels and 
Marxists of home ownership in capitalist societies.  It seems to be an extension of the 
basic premise whereby home ownership offers the home owner a, “stake in society.”  For 
Engels, or the Marxists cited by Duncan (1981), this stake in society distracts the worker 
from recognizing class conflict, or from feeling class tensions.  For the conservative 
ideologue, home ownership increases the individual’s interest in society; in the same way 
that stock ownership of a company increases the stockholder’s interest in the operations 
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of the company, home ownership increases the home owner’s interest in the operations of 
their community and society.   
 In this case, the theory and the ideology are not mutually exclusive.  The 
difference between the Marxists and the conservative ideologues largely seems to be in 
the perspective of this stake in society.  Marxists may not wholly disagree that home 
ownership would increase home owner’s involvement within their local community.  The 
main point of difference is that the Marxists carry their analysis a step further and ask 
about the type of involvement it encourages, and whether it is involvement that really 
benefits them?  Instead of stopping where the conservatives do, with an ending statement 
that home ownership encourages good citizenry actions and that will create a better 
environment for those active citizens and for everyone else in their communities, the 
Marxists assert that homeowner’s involvement in community is largely in the interests of 
maintaining the sanctity of private property.  While such action benefits the worker-
homeowner in a small way, in a much larger way it actually hurts the worker.  It hurts the 
worker because their action in support of the ideals of private property maintains the 
position of the capitalist, and maintains the capitalist system, and maintains the 
exploitation inherent in capitalism.  Through their social action directed toward 
protecting private property rights, they exchange their ability to perceive the larger forest 
of their exploitation, for the trees of having some autonomy in their lives.  This is the 
political incorporation of the worker; this is their purchase of moments of peace and 
tranquility in their home, at the cost of the continuance of exploitation at work.   
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 The political left criticizes the conservative ideology that asserts home ownership 
increases “civic virtue” in individuals, thereby creating a more democratic “civic 
community” (Lundqvist 1998: 218).  The political left’s critique rests on the assertion 
that the only involvement that home ownership encourages is involvement that serves 
only the interests of homeowners.  Thus, home ownership turns people’s political 
interests away from public affairs and only towards their private interests.  This argument 
seems to be a variant of the Marxists’ assertions that the involvement encouraged by 
home ownership is involvement that distracts individuals from larger issues at stake.  In 
essence, while home owners are worrying about their own “private gardens,” 
conservatives in politics are running-away with power, making decisions on a wide range 
of issues that affect everyone in society.   
 The issue for the political left seems to be the survival of socialist institutions in 
the face of movement towards more privatization.  Lundqvist (1998) bolsters his 
discussion of the political left with the review of social theorists who remark on the 
political consequences of home ownership.  Lundqvist cites Jim Kemeny’s work as 
arguing that home ownership fosters privatized values that decrease homeowners’ 
commitment to the welfare state (Lundqvist 1998: 218).  Kemeny predicts a positive 
relationship between homeowner’s equity and their support of private schemes over 
public ones for solving societal problems (Lundqvist 1998: 218).  Peter Marcuse argues 
that the privatized character of home ownership that Kemeny describes ultimately 
reduces “collective action on political and social issues” (Lundqvist 1998: 218).  Thus, 
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homeowners retreat from the public forum of debate of social issues and decision-making 
into their private gardens. 
 Peter Saunders, arguing against the assertions of Kemeny and Marcuse, points to 
empirical evidence that shows homeowners are more actively engaged in social life and 
their communities than are tenants (Lundqvist 1998: 218).  Thus, Saunders argues that 
home ownership does not lead to more privatized lifestyles.  Although, Saunders does 
argue that homeowner’s involvement in their communities is an involvement designed to 
expand values of autonomy and free choice into their larger societies (Lundqvist 1998: 
218).  Furthermore, their political involvement is limited to issues that threaten their 
privileges as property owners (Lundqvist 1998: 218). 
 Thus, Saunders argues like Kemeny and Marcuse in two aspects: one, 
homeownership creates a more conservative polity that is increasingly in favor of 
privatization over a welfare state;  two, homeownership creates a polity that engages in, 
“public affairs only to the extent that their privileges as property owners are threatened by 
political decisions” (Lundqvist 1998: 219).  Saunders differs from Kemeny and Marcuse, 
in that instead of asserting that homeownership decreases involvement in the social life of 
the community as homeowners retreat within their own private gardens, he asserts that on 
the contrary homeownership increases individual’s involvement in the social life of the 
community. 
 Reingold (1995: 446-448), questions the appropriateness of models such as 
Saunders that connect home ownership to community participation.  He questions these 
models with the support of community theories that emphasize social networks, rather 
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than commodities, as causal factors in increased community participation.  Reingold’s 
argument seems to stem first from understanding the distinction that Tönnies made 
regarding the types of social relationships on which community can be based.  His 
arguments subsequently flow from both the ecological community espoused by the 
Chicago School, as well as the social constructivists arguments that community is not 
something just based in and just tied to the physical environment.  Before continuing with 
Reingold’s critique of models that connect homeownership to community participation, I 
will review some of the theories upon which Reingold’s arguments are based. 
 
Modernity and Change in Community 
 Just as Durkheim, Marx, and Weber were trying to make sense of new social 
organization brought-about by changes from the industrial revolution and the creation of 
the modern world, so too was Ferdinand Tönnies trying to do the same.  For Tönnies, 
social relationships could be based within one of two human orientations:  natural will or 
rational will.  Natural will, or Gemeinschaft relationships, are based upon, “a sense of 
common moral obligation to the group,” (Faircloth 2000: 21).  Rational will, or 
Gesellschaft relationships, are based upon an individual’s own self-interest.  For 
Gesellschaft relationships to work they must be accompanied by rational law (Faircloth 
2000: 21).  Rational law insures that individuals’ actions, determined by their own self-
interest, are in harmony with other individuals surrounding them.  Rational law is the 
organizing entity that insures the cohesiveness of individuals’ actions.   
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 The distinction between Gemeinshaft and Gesellschaft may be clearer when 
considering the different human desires in each type of relationship.  In a Gemeinschaft 
relationship, a person desires unity with others, and their concerns are for mutual aid and 
assistance (Faircloth 2000: 11, 21).  Whereas in a Gesellschaft relationship, a person 
desires to achieve a particular end; the primary focus of their concern is not on those 
surrounding them, nor the group, rather it is on the accomplishment of a certain goal 
(Faircloth 2000: 11). 
 For Tönnies, the advent of the industrial revolution and the changes within society 
brought about by modernity, most relevant to his theory the rationalization of society, 
signaled the demise of community and the Gemeinschaft relationships upon which 
communities are based.  Two later theoretical approaches would challenge Tönnies 
explanation for the demise of communities: the Chicago School’s ecological and 
environmental community and social constructionists.  For Robert Park and his followers 
at the University of Chicago, community was not based in natural will as Tönnies 
described, but rather, it developed out of humans sharing a mutual space and out of the, 
“congregation of individuals in a bounded geographical area,” (Faircloth 2000: 22).  
Social constructionists, such as Gerald Suttles, challenged The Chicago School’s reliance 
on the physical in describing the development of community (Faircloth 2000: 23).  For 
the constructionists, community is also based in the inhabitants' cognitive images of their 
surroundings (Faircloth 2000: 24).  Such a perspective allows us to understand 
community as something that can develop apart from a physical space. 
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Reingold:  Challenges to Methodological Individualism 
 Reingold describes models that assert a positive relationship between home 
ownership and community participation as based in methodological individualism.  
According to proponents of methodological individualism, individuals will act when it is 
in their own best interests.  In the case of community participation, an, “individual will 
participate…when the benefits of participating are greater than the costs.” (Reingold 
1995: 447).  This seems to be based on an understanding that all social relationships in 
community have been wholly modernized in a Tönniesian sense, such that the glue 
presently holding communities together is rational law, and that all community social 
relationships are Gesellschaft in nature.  This understanding carries forth, most notably, 
in US government policies designed to create individuals’ stakes in society through 
increasing home ownership. Proponents of these programs, and subsequently proponents 
of privatization, state that owning property will cause residents to participate as this 
participation is a necessary rational response for maximizing, “the returns on their own 
investment.” (Reingold 1995: 448).  It is these very policies, and the assertions behind 
them, that Reingold (1995) takes to the test when he asks if, “home ownership in the 
inner city increases community participation,” (Reingold 1995: 446). 
 Reingold (1995: 448) notes that the critics of methodological individualism cite 
two challenging propositions.  The first of these propositions is that methodological 
individualism ignores that individuals are situated in networks of social relations, thus it 
ignores the, “influence of group norms and values on social action,” (Reingold 1995: 
448).  It seems as though this proposition is based in an argument that Gemeinschaft 
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relationships have not been completely replaced by Gesellschaft relationships in modern 
society.  Thus, people are not simply influenced by rational law in making decisions 
about societal actions, they are also influenced by group norms and values that would 
seem to develop more out of Gemeinschaft type relationships. 
 The second proposition asserts that methodological individualism ignores the 
situational context of the individuals (Reingold 1995: 448).  This is not necessarily an 
argument against people following rational law.  This argument holds even with the 
assumption that people make decisions based on rational law.  This proposition 
essentially argues that one must see the individual’s situation to see the rationality of their 
actions.  It seems to come out of an understanding of the concept of ethnocentricity.  For 
example, a middle-class professional when replying to someone who is poor and out of 
work who has stated that there are no jobs for them in this city may reply, well why don’t 
you just move somewhere else?  The situational context of this person may prevent them 
from following what may seem like a rational response to someone on the outside who 
has the means to move somewhere else.  Thus, this person who is poor and out of work 
does not have the option to move somewhere else.  Thus, the rational response within 
their situational context is to find whatever means are necessary to survive in that city, 
whether they choose unemployment benefits, an underpaying job, or an illegal job. 
 In contrast to works that assert a relationship between homeownership and 
community participation, are a body of works that have a different understanding of 
community.  Their understanding of community, and community participation more 
specifically, is that it is based neither in rational nor natural will, but that it is rather based 
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on a combination of factors emanating from the theoretical writings of the Chicago 
School, and the social constructionists that followed the Chicago School.  Some of the 
factors they cite are, “residential mobility, friendship,…kinship networks,… 
[and]…informal and formal associational ties rooted in family life and [the] on-going 
socialization processes,” (Reingold 1995: 446-447, drawing from, Kasarda & Janowitz 
1974; Sampson 1988).   
 Thus, when considering community participation, a question that considers 
homeownership as a causal variable, as in this study, may miss the mark.  
Homeownership may hide better variables for predicting community participation, such 
as length of residence in a certain area, or acculturation and assimilation in the case of 
immigrants.  Any observed relationship between homeownership and community 
participation may really be a collinear one.  As it is more likely that more homeowners 
have greater lengths of residence than renters, it may appear that homeownership causes 
community participation, while the true causal variable could be residential stability as 
indicated by length of residence.   Likewise, in the case of immigrants, levels of 
acculturation and assimilation, along with lengths of residence may be more accurate 
causal variables.  Yet, it is likely that immigrants who are homeowners have acculturated 
and assimilated at higher degrees than renters, as homeownership may be a sign of 
increased acculturation and assimilation.  Thus, homeownership hides these other 
possibly more accurate variables for explaining levels of community participation.   
 The following section begins the application of the theory, models, and ideas 
expressed so far to the population under study:  immigrants.  In this section I briefly 
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review the theoretical literature that has considered the assimilation of immigrants into 
American society.  An important distinction that I review below is the difference between 
acculturation and assimilation.  This distinction is important as I argue that 
homeownership among immigrants marks a certain degree of both acculturation and 
assimilation to American culture and society.    
 
THE CASE OF IMMIGRANTS 
 This section remembers the special nature of the population under study.  As 
Latino immigrants to an area with a low per capita percentage of Latinos, both home 
ownership and community participation take on a distinct significance from 
considerations of the U.S. population as a whole.  Home ownership in particular marks 
not only the immigrant's entrance into a social status group, it also marks their 
achievement of higher levels of acculturation and assimilation.  Likewise, community 
participation would also seem to mark a degree of acculturation and assimilation, 
especially as the development of ethnic communities and neighborhoods in Richmond is 
limited.   
 
From Park and Gordon: Acculturation, Accommodation, and Assimilation 
 In reviewing the differences between assimilation and acculturation, Herbert Gans 
(1999), states that his distinction between these two terms relies largely on works 
emanating from the Chicago school, although he does not seem to give due credit to the 
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major distinction that Milton Gordon noted in his seven-item concept of assimilation.  
Gans (1999) writes:   
…acculturation refers mainly to the newcomers’ adoption of the culture, that is, 
the behavior patterns or practices, values, rules, symbols, and so forth, of the host 
society…Assimilation, on the other hand, refers to the newcomers’ move out of 
formal and informal ethnic associations and other social institutions and into the 
host society’s nonethnic ones.” (Gans 1999: 162) 
 
Gans (1999), continues his review of assimilation and acculturation, noting that 
acculturation is always a faster process than assimilation.  One reason lies in the 
exporting of American culture to countries from whence come most of today’s 
immigrants (Gans 1999: 162). As such, not only are they familiar with American culture 
before they cross the border, the acculturation process can begin before they actually 
migrate.  The second reason that acculturation is a faster process is that unlike 
acculturation, which is largely within the individual’s control, assimilation is not 
completely in the person’s control as it is dependent upon the acceptance of others.  
Much of this is dependent on other institutions within American society, most notably 
discrimination.  Discrimination, either based on race or class, often prevents the 
assimilation of even second-generation immigrants (Gans 1999: 162). 
 Gordon’s main distinction, as Alba (1992) notes in his definition for Ethnicity 
submitted to Encyclopedia of Sociology, is between acculturation and structural 
assimilation.  Gordon defined acculturation as, “the adaptation by an ethnic group of the 
cultural patterns of the surrounding society…such acculturation encompasses not only 
external cultural traits, such as dress and language, but also internal ones, such as beliefs 
and values” (Alba 1992: 576).  Structural assimilation then, according to Gordon’s 
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scheme, marks the entry of an ethnic group’s members into close, primary relationships 
with members of the dominant group (Alba 1992: 577).  Structural assimilation is really a 
gateway that leads to full assimilation marked by, “intermarriage, an abating of prejudice 
and discrimination, and the full participation of ethnic-group members in the life of 
society.” (Alba 1992: 577).  It seems that the distinction Gans makes mirrors the same 
critical distinction that Gordon made in 1964. 
 Writers concerned with assimilation, refer to Park's race relations cycle (see: Alba 
and Nee 1999: 137-138; Alba 1992: 576; Zhou 1999: 196), while works that review his 
writings in general, not in relation to assimilation or any other term, refer to his four great 
types of interaction, or four major social processes: competition, conflict, 
accommodation, and assimilation, (see: Banton and Bulmer 1984: 276; Coser 1971: 359). 
Rumbaut (1999) clears some of this confusion.  In his review of Park’s work, he found 
Park’s use of the term race relations cycle limited to two instances.  In both instances he 
mentions the term in passing.   On the other hand, Park’s four great types of interaction 
are at the center of his work.  When writers refer to Park’s race relations cycle, they 
change the first two words to contacts and competition, and the assumption is that such a 
cycle is inevitable and that assimilation is the, “final stage of a natural, progressive, 
inevitable, and irreversible four-step process,” (Rumbaut 1999: 188).  Yet, this is a 
misconception of Park’s work (Rumbaut 1999: 188).   
 In considering Park’s body of work, the four great types of interaction are the 
most salient in considering the origins of assimilation within sociological literature, 
specifically the last two types of interaction he describes:  accommodation and 
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assimilation.  Much of the distinction between these two words can be understood 
through a distinction between outward conscious human actions, and inward unconscious 
human thoughts and orientations.  As Bulmer and Banton (1984) describe, 
accommodation is characteristic of outward behavior that is marked by internal 
adjustments to social situations (p. 276).  In contrast, assimilation refers to, “a thorough-
going transformation of the personality, a process of interpenetration and fusion in which 
persons and groups acquired the memories, sentiments, and attitudes of other persons and 
groups,” (Banton and Bulmer 1984: 276).  Or, in the words of Rumbaut (1999: 185), with 
assimilation, “the changes are more subtle and gradual, and the process is typically 
unconscious, so that the person is incorporated into the common life of the group largely 
unaware of how it happened.”  Park’s distinction here seems to describe much more of a 
psychological process within the individual.  Yet, as Rumbaut (1999) notes, some of the 
more sociological aspects of Park’s distinction are in his understanding of how these 
processes occur, that interaction with other members of society is what produces results 
of accommodation and assimilation within the individual.  Accommodation is a process 
that occurs through the individual’s interaction with secondary contacts from the group to 
which they will accommodate (Rumbaut 1999: 186).  It is through “primary -- intimate 
and intense -- social contacts,” with the host culture, that inward and unconscious 
changes that mark assimilation will most likely and most rapidly occur (Rumbaut 1999: 
186). 
 Again, it seems as though Gans’s distinction between acculturation and 
assimilation has much more in common with the work of Gordon, than the work of Park.  
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Although, there certainly are similarities between the works of Park and Gordon as 
relates to the concept of assimilation.  Both writers understood interaction as a key 
ingredient leading to assimilation, especially interactions at the primary level.  Gans 
differs here, where he spends less time dwelling on whether the relationships are primary 
or secondary, and he is more concerned with whether or not the interactions are ethnic or 
non-ethnic.  Furthermore, for Park and Gordon, the boundaries between the individual 
and assimilation are a matter of entering into primary relationships with the host society, 
while for Gans, the boundaries he refers to reflect more the issues of social closure, or 
ways in which people are excluded from social class activities.   
 Additionally, both Park and Gordon seem to refer to processes that more easily 
take place (accommodation/acculturation), in contrast to processes that are more difficult, 
and most likely require more time (assimilation).  Their works diverge as they describe 
different frameworks that create this contrast.  For Park, the main distinction is between 
the conscious and the unconscious;  it is much easier and accessible to make changes in 
the conscious than in the unconscious.  For Gordon, the distinction is between changes 
that are within the person’s control versus those to which the individual is subject to 
structural factors outside of the individual’s control; changes within the person's control 
are easier to make happen than those that are outside of the person's control. 
 
Latinos in Richmond:  acculturation and assimilation to what? 
 While our society considers Latinos as one ethnic group, this category up is really 
an amalgamation of diverse people from many different cultures speaking a variety of 
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languages, whose grouping together, while making sense in the United States, probably 
does not make sense to societies in other parts of the world.  So, the path of acculturation 
and assimilation is complex for the “Latino” immigrant, because not only is there a need 
for them to acculturate and assimilate to this defined ethnic group, there is also a need to 
acculturate and assimilate to U.S. society more generally.  It is important to remember 
that an immigrant’s path to acculturation and assimilation is also complicated by their 
individual experiences both from their home countries, in their journey to the U.S.., and 
their initial experiences in the U.S..   
 In consideration of individual experiences and chances, think of the advantages 
the savvy immigrant to this society with fair physical characteristics possesses in aiming 
to integrate with whites rather than Latinos.   Latinos in Richmond may have greater 
chances for integrating with dominant groups, regardless of whether or not they choose to 
define themselves as Latinos or not, as:  
a) Richmond is a place historically separated in black and white, and Latinos 
are new on the scene, so their ethnic/racial definition has arguably yet to 
crystallize, 
 
b) As of yet, ethnic neighborhoods have not developed in Richmond, 
meaning that Latinos, both homeowners and non-homeowners, settle in 
neighborhoods where they have greater chances for mixing and integrating 
with non-Latinos,  (See Cavalacanti and Schleef (2000a) for a complete 
presentation of these hypotheses). 
 
Becoming homeowners and participating in their non-ethnically defined communities, 
may be one such path for the “Latino” immigrant to acculturate and assimilate with 
whites.  Or, this may be a means for them to balance their assimilation with other 
Latinos, and their identity as Latino, with acculturation and assimilation to dominant 
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groups, which, via the possibilities of increasing their cultural and social capital, may 
enable them to rise to, or maintain, a higher social class level in U.S. society. 
 
Durkheim:  Social Integration 
 The common threads that exist in the works of Park, Gordon, and Gans on 
acculturation, accommodation, and assimilation can be found in Durkheim's work on 
social integration:  (1) interaction leads to assimilation, and (2) the process towards 
assimilation requires, among other things, that the immigrant adopt the culture of the host 
society.  Durkheim described these two factors -- (1) interaction among societal 
members; (2) and members' sharing of common values and beliefs, (both values and 
beliefs are a part of culture) -- as the two main factors contributing to social integration 
and social cohesion (Coser 1977: 131).  According to Durkheim, social integration and 
cohesion are necessary for the solidarity of a social group (Coser 1977: 131).   
 Durkheim described two types of solidarity:  mechanical and organic.  
Mechanical solidarity is epitomized in an ideal-type of pre-modern society in which 
solidarity is based on the likeness of the individuals to one another.  Part of this likeness 
is a result of them sharing common values and beliefs.  Interaction, especially ritualized 
interaction, is also important to the maintenance of mechanical solidarity as it is through 
the ritual that people are bound together into the sharing of common values and beliefs 
(Coser 1977: 131).  Organic solidarity, describing the ideal-type modern society, 
develops out of difference between individuals.  Organic solidarity is Durkheim’s 
explanation for how solidarity can remain a reality amid an increasing division of labor 
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within modern society.  Unlike mechanical solidarity, where interaction among members 
is most salient in “common collective routines,”  the interaction that contributes to 
solidarity in an organic system are “differentiated and specialized,” tasks (Coser 1977: 
131).  This differentiation and specialization is a result of the division of labor, where, in 
the case of a factory, each worker repeats one specific task that eventually results in the 
creation of a whole product.  Workers who do similar tasks have the most interaction, and 
those workers doing highly different tasks have less interaction.  Yet, the saving grace 
that brings these workers together into networks of solidarity, is their interdependence on 
one another to create the finished product – no one individual worker can create the final 
product on their own.  In his earlier writings, Durkheim argued that in an organic system 
the sharing of common values and beliefs was replaced by increased mutual dependence 
of members.  In his later works he corrected this view, “and stressed that even those 
systems with a highly developed organic solidarity still needed a common faith, a 
common conscience collective, if they were not to disintegrate into a heap of mutually 
antagonistic and self-seeking individuals.” (Coser 1977: 132). 
 
CONCLUSION 
 Ultimately, then, according to Durkheim, regardless of where a society fits along 
the continuum between the variants of mechanical and organic solidarity, both interaction 
and a sharing of common beliefs remain important for the cohesion of the social group.  
Theoretical writings on assimilation reflect the importance of these two factors for the 
integration of immigrants into the host society.  Likewise, these two factors may also be 
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considered important for the construction of, and maintenance of, a social status group.  
In this case the word “honor,” is used to represent actions based on common beliefs and 
values.  Thus, a person’s integration into a group is not merely based on them sharing 
common beliefs and values, but also their ability to show their holding of such common 
beliefs and values.  This seems to address a part of the dynamic that is missing from 
Durkheim’s view on integration.  This dynamic would eventually be developed into 
social closure, by Frank Parkin (1979), among others, many decades after Weber.  This is 
the acknowledgement of the same thing that Gans refers to in citing the difference 
between acculturation and assimilation.  This is the more structural piece of the argument 
that argues a part of this process is out of the control of the individual, and that the person 
needs to be accepted by others who are in that social status group. 
 Still, a part of honor is to hold beliefs and values that are in line with others in the 
status group, or at least to appear to everyone else in the group that you hold these beliefs 
and values.  Thus, the buying of a home, a commodity that is in the process of purchase 
for the duration of one's mortgage, is a social action that is in line with the honor of that 
social group.  For the immigrant the social action of buying a home is a sign of 
acculturation.  And, in Durkheimian terms, the buying of a home is representative of an 
individual’s holding common beliefs and values with other homeowners.  These common 
beliefs and values, and this common honor, seem to center around taking part in the 
purchase of commodities, and maintaining rights to private property.   
 The honor of this group centers around many things important to the maintenance 
of capitalism.  The first being the purchase of commodities produced by capitalistic 
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enterprises, and the second being the maintenance of rights to private property.  In 
understanding Engels’s assertion, the exploitation of workers is depoliticized when they 
adopt some of the same beliefs and values upon which capitalism is based.  The workers’ 
stake in society is more than a mere economic tie, it is also a cultural tie to some of the 
beliefs on which capitalism is based.  While the purchase of a home is not an expression 
that they have also purchased a belief in exploitation, the ability to exploit is based in the 
protection of capital as a type of private property.  The institutionalization of  home 
buying in the U.S. is an example of how capitalism is inextricably tied into American 
culture.  Thus, for the immigrant, buying is more than an expression of their tie to 
capitalism, it is an action of acculturation in which they are also acquiring American 
culture. 
 As for a connection between home ownership and participation, the only 
reference to such a model I have found has been in political ideology and not in social 
theory.  For Durkheim, participation, or interaction, is a separate factor from the holding 
of common beliefs and values.  And, while interaction may help solidify common beliefs 
and values, and while holding common beliefs and values may help with the maintenance 
of interaction, any connection between home ownership and community participation 
seems as though it would be a stretch too far from what is written in the theoretical 
literature.  Any such assertion under the rubric of coming from a Durkhemian approach 
may miss the larger and more salient distinction, and that is how each of these separate 
factors increases social integration, or in the case of immigrants, acculturation and 
assimilation. 
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 For Engels and subsequent Marxists reading from Engels, home ownership, if 
anything, would decrease community participation, as people withdraw into their own 
“private gardens.”  The main thrust of their writings is an explanation of how home 
ownership among workers operates to depoliticize workers, and incorporate them into the 
status quo, abating a revolution that would bring the end of capitalism.  Thus, it is a 
capitalist device that helps maintain the capitalist system. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE 
 
 In this chapter of the thesis I review relevant empirical literature.  The first section 
of the chapter replies to two points introduced in the theory section.  It reveals how 
homeownership could function as a status group, and it demonstrates how class in 
addition to race and levels of immigrant integration, may act as entry boundaries to this 
status group.  I think a more elaborate and focused study is needed to consider how well 
Weber’s framework for a status group fits homeownership in the U.S..  I believe the 
studies presented here offer a good starting point for such a consideration. 
 The middle section of this chapter goes to the heart of this study.  There, past 
research considering a connection between homeownership and community participation 
is reviewed.  The section ends with the examination of an old study (1974), that is in need 
of reconsideration in today’s research.  I say this, because it points towards more 
theoretically grounded causal variables for explaining levels of community participation.  
The final section reviews two empirical pieces that help explain why studying, and 
looking for causes of, community participation is worthwhile. 
 
HOMEOWNERS AS A STATUS GROUP 
 This section begins with a consideration of the mechanisms upon which a 
homeownership status group is based.  It presents evidence that homeowners identify 
with other homeowners, and that they consider themselves as occupying a preferred 
status.  It additionally delineates the honor associated with this group, as well as 
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considering the institutionalization of the group’s membership process.  This section 
continues with an examination of the boundaries that operate to restrict membership to 
the homeownership status group.  These boundaries seem to be based on a combination 
of class and race categories.  In the case of immigrants, the structure of these boundaries 
is compounded with the inclusion of the individuals’ levels of acculturation and 
assimilation. 
 
Status Group Formation: Group Identity, Honor, and Membership 
 Qualitative literature is especially helpful for better understanding not only the 
meanings of homeownership but also for understanding how homeownership can operate 
as a status group.  In this section I review two different qualitative studies on 
homeownership.  DeLorenzo’s study (2001) on the home buying process and the 
experiences of Latino immigrants is based on qualitative interviews with twenty-six 
Latino immigrant households, as well as participant observation at home buying 
workshops in the Washington, D.C. area.  Fitchen’s (1989) study is likewise based on a 
combination of qualitative interviews and participant observation.  Fitchen (1989) studied 
homeowners who were in the midst of defending their homes against toxic 
contamination.  In this situation, the cultural meanings of home ownership became 
especially explicit, as she discovered that the pollution was not just an attack on their 
homes -- it was also an attack on the meanings of home ownership.   
 Fitchen (1989) describes the cultural meanings of homeownership by 
extrapolating from her research three basic tenets of homeownership:   
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1. Homeownership is part of the American Dream, 
 
2. Homeownership is thought to promote independence and confer rights, 
 
3. Homeownership makes one a “Homeowner,” a member of a respected 
category. (P. 318-320). 
 
In an effort to improve upon what she has presented, I will explain her findings within the 
framework of the theory established in the previous chapter.  Her third point above refers 
to the key organizing premise for understanding the cultural meanings of 
homeownership: homeownership is the defining point of a social status group in the U.S..  
This group distinguishes itself from renters, and people occupying their homes through 
other tenancy forms.  As such, both her first and second points above, as well as other 
points mentioned throughout her work, fall under this premise as descriptions of the 
values and ideals, or the honor, to which members of this status group ascribe. 
  
 Group Identity.  Fitchen (1989) describes home ownership as something that 
makes a person a member of a respected category.  This thinking on the part of her 
subjects became clear to her as she observed their responses to the realization that their 
homes had been contaminated.  She observed that, “affected homeowners often appeared 
insulted, as if they were as much angered by this assault on the respected category to 
which they belong as by the chemical assault on the houses that they own,” (Fitchen 
1989: 320).  She also observed that at neighborhood meetings on the contamination issue, 
people introduced themselves as homeowners: “My name is…, and I’m a homeowner in 
the west end of the city,” (Fitchen 1989: 320).   
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 Honor: Commitment to a Work Ethic.  In describing the home as, “the largest 
single expenditure most people ever make,” Fitchen (1989) remarks on the many years of 
earning and saving that are necessary in order for a person to purchase a home (p. 320).  
Of course, the work does not end on the day a person signs a contract for their home.  For 
most people, the purchasing process continues for another 15 to 30 years.  Thus, Fitchen 
(1989) notes that home ownership is a symbol of a person’s commitment to the work 
ethic, as it is only through a person’s long-term commitment to earning and saving 
money, that becoming and remaining a homeowners is possible (p. 320).  She also 
observed that a person’s commitment to the work ethic is additionally represented by 
them working hard on their homes (Fitchen 1989: 320).  While she does not make the 
connection in her article, it seems that Weber’s, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism, would provide not only a theoretical structure for understanding 
homeownership as a symbol of one’s work ethic, but also for understanding a connection 
between homeownership and capitalism different than the connections revealed by 
Engels and later Marxists.  
 
 Honor: Independence and Control.  Fitchen (1989) notes that while a home is my 
castle type of mentality persists among homeowners, the law states otherwise (319).  
Additionally, the entry of the silent invaders, toxic contamination, proves that residents 
are wrong when they state that you, “can control who and what enters your home,” 
(Fitchen 1989: 319).  She describes this as a “cultural fiction,” (Fitchen 1989: 319).  Yet, 
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it is a very strong fiction.  Related to the value of independence, is control, as it is 
through controlling one’s environment that a person obtains independence.  Among those 
Fitchen (1989) studied, control and independence meant that homeowners of infected 
land chose to keep using water from their private wells, water that was likely 
contaminated, rather than connect to municipal water: “…they preferred the 
‘independence’ of having ‘my own water supply’ rather than ‘being dependent on city 
water.’” (p. 319). They additionally “symbolically defended,” their control over their 
property and independence by… 
refusing to follow the precautionary advice of local health officials or state 
environmental agencies. As one man challenged, “Who the hell are they to tell me 
what I can or can’t drink in my own home? (Fitchen 1989: 319). 
 
The themes of control and independence in homeownership are reflected in DeLorenzo’s 
(2001) study, just as they are also reflected in quantitative literature (see:  James, Jordan, 
and Helen 1991; Singerman and Hoodfar 1996).   
 
 Membership: Attaining the American Dream.  The incorporation of 
homeownership as part of the American Dream is one of the most obvious ways in which 
homeownership has been institutionalized within U.S. society.  Both Fitchen (1989), and 
DeLorenzo (2001), provide examples of how this has happened through publications 
from all levels of government, as well as through quotes from public officials for over a 
century.  When an individual does buy a home, they consider it, “their biggest life 
achievement, as tangible proof for them the American dream is real and achievable,” 
(Fitchen 1989: 318-319).  Achieving home ownership, arguably, also seems to mark the 
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entry of an individual into a social status group.  Their entry into this group explains the 
“respected status,” conferred upon homeowners that Fitchen (1989) describes, just as it 
explains their, “culturally applauded progress in the life cycle,” (Fitchen 1989: 320).  For 
the immigrant, owning a home, owning a piece of the American Dream, likely marks 
more than simply their entry into a status group, it also marks a certain degree of their 
acculturation to, and assimilation into, American society.   
 Conversely, when something goes awry with their dream, it is a horrible 
disappointment, and the dream becomes a nightmare.  In the case of Fitchen’s study 
(1989), this happened because the owner’s land becomes infected, meaning that the 
owner not only loses their investment as their property values crash, but they also become 
tied to this infected land as the economic burden traps them in a way that a renter would 
not be trapped.  DeLorenzo (2001) describes a similar conversion of the dream to a 
nightmare, and for many of the same reasons – owning a home becomes more of a 
burden, and it acts to trap the individual.  Becoming trapped is associated with the 
willingness to put down roots that is necessary for buying a home.  This is an especially 
salient prerequisite for a Latino immigrant to buy a home, and the following quote 
DeLorenzo (2001) includes from her informant elucidates this necessity.  The following 
quote demonstrates how the American dream becomes a nightmare for a Latino 
immigrant as it restricts her mobility to return to her homeland: 
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Well, the majority of Latinos that I know… all of the Latinos who come to the 
United States, their fist thing is the American dream -- to own their home, no? But 
this dream, very beautiful at the beginning, if you know more about economics 
and about numbers, sometimes it’s not so fantastic to buy something here.  In my 
own experience, for me, it has not been a dream to own my apartment.  No, it’s 
better to say that I have felt enslaved, and in reality, I think that my life has 
changed some having this apartment.  If there hadn’t been this apartment, maybe I 
would have returned to my own country some time ago; I would have been able to 
move around more. Really, it’s served as a good way to keep me here for more 
time, no? And here I have remained. (P. 90) 
   
This quote also reveals one of the likely effects that homeownership has on the 
individual; depending on whether they view this effect as negative or positive, 
homeownership either traps the individual to, or roots the individual in, their 
neighborhood (DeLorenzo 2001: 90).  The repercussions of this effect on many 
individuals occupying many residencies in the same neighborhood could aid in creating 
more stable neighborhoods: stable neighborhoods, that is, as defined by resident 
transience.   
 
Boundaries to Group Membership 
 Through qualitative empirical literature the previous section outlined how 
Weber's concept of status groups could be applied to homeowners.  In the following 
review of quantitative empirical literature, this demonstration is completed by showing 
how class boundaries operate to restrict people from becoming homeowners.  In addition 
to demonstrating a class boundary, the literature also reveals how other status groups, 
based on race/ethnicity, operate to restrict entry into the homeownership status group.  
Lastly, the discussion of race and ethnicity is extended to include immigrant groups. It is 
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through this literature that the concepts of acculturation and assimilation are introduced 
for explaining boundaries to achieving homeownership.  
 
 Class Vs. Race.  Seeking a better understanding of home ownership disparities 
among minority groups, Williams and Reynold (1997) studied the institutions within the 
home mortgage lending market in St. Joseph County, Indiana.  Williams and Reynold 
(1997) found that lenders owned by people out of state were less influenced by race and 
more influenced by income in their decisions to extend loans.  Still, out-of-state lending 
institutions had the highest denial rates, while locally owned banks had the lowest overall 
denial rates (Williams and Reynold 1997).  Williams and Reynold (1997) attribute the 
higher denial rates of out-of-state lending institutions as a result of these institutions’ 
emphasis on the mortgage applicant’s income.  Thus, it seems that in St. Joseph County, 
Indiana, a person's income is not necessarily a barrier to obtaining a home mortgage loan, 
if the person is of a certain race, ethnic, or perhaps status group.  However, if a person 
has enough income, and they encounter difficulties in obtaining a loan from a local bank, 
they have a recourse through out-of-state lenders.  Those who do not have a high enough 
income to qualify for an out-of-state lender's loan, and who are not of the choice race, 
ethnic, or status group, are out of luck. 
 Gotham (1998) argues that race still matters in determining whether or not a 
person will win a loan from a lending agency.  He found in his study of the Kansas City 
area that, after controlling for income and other similar variables, minorities were less 
likely to win loans (Gotham 1998).  His research expands upon previous research that has 
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linked neighborhood racial composition to mortgage lending.  Gotham’s research (1998) 
is important because it proves that in spite of industry claims that race no longer matters, 
race still is a factor that disadvantages minority groups in buying a home.   
 Looking for an explanation for lower home ownership rates among African-
American and Hispanic households, Krivo (1990) argues in her analysis of 1990 PUMS 
for 52 SMSAs that the lower rates could be explained by the, “lack of representation of 
these minorities in important jobs in the real estate industry” (Krivo 1990).  Such lack of 
representation leaves a hole of housing knowledge within the social capital of African-
American and Hispanic groups.  Without such knowledge available to them, they are at a 
great disadvantage in navigating the home buying market – thus the lower home 
ownership rates (Krivo 1990).   
 Flippen (2001) found through the first wave of the Health and Retirement Study 
of the pre-retirement age, those between 51 and 61 years of age, that Hispanics lag 
behind whites in home ownership and in housing equity.  Flippen (2001) found that 
Hispanics appear better off than blacks with respect to housing, but that this is a result of 
their, “more favorable family structure,” (Flippen 2001: 121).  What Flippen (2001) 
found is that across the different race/ethnic groups, those who are married are more 
likely to own their homes (133).  Marital status was second only to age in predicting 
homeownership status (Flippen 2001: 133).  After controlling for family structure, the 
difference in housing wealth between blacks and Hispanics disappears, and there only 
remains the difference between whites, and blacks & Hispanics, with whites faring better 
than both blacks and Hispanics (Flippen 2001). 
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 Immigrants: Class, Race, Acculturation & Assimilation.  Myers and Lee (1998), 
comparing male respondents from the 1980 and the 1990 PUMS, asked how rapidly 
different ethnic immigrant groups advance towards becoming homeowners.  They framed 
the attainment of homeownership as indicative not only of an immigrant's progression, or 
"advancement" along the settlement process, but also as an indicator of economic success 
(Myers and Lee 1998: 12).  Myers and Lee (1998) found that Asian and White immigrant 
groups achieve high rates of homeownership soon after arrival in the U.S.; their rates of 
homeownership attainment exceed those of native-born respondents within the same age 
cohort (Myers and Lee 1998: 12).  Hispanics follow a different pattern.  Their lives begin 
in the U.S. with low levels of homeownership.  Through the course of two decades these 
rates rapidly expand, such that eventually, their "rate of movement into homeownership 
exceeds that of the native born passing through the same age range, although the 
immigrants never attain the same level of homeownership as the native born." (Myers 
and Lee 1998: 13). The patterns of homeownership among Hispanic immigrants seem to 
be typical of that set by previous waves of immigrants:  "a pattern of working oneself up 
from an initially disadvantaged status." (Myers and Lee 1998: 13). 
 The authors consider some possibilities for why Asian and White immigrants 
initially experience high rates of homeownership.  They mention possibilities ranging 
from higher rates of assimilation and acculturation, to these groups having more 
immediate access to capital upon their arrival in the U.S. (Myers and Lee 1998: 13).  
Considering other factors that contribute to homeownership rates, the researchers found: 
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1. Men who are presently married have odds of homeownership from 2.8 to 
3.9 greater than never-married men. (Myers and Lee 1998: 10). 
 
2. Immigrants who migrate at a young age are more likely to obtain houses 
than those migrating at older ages (Myers and Lee 1998: 9) 
 
3. Household income does affect attaining homeownership.  Although, it is a 
much greater factor for both Hispanics and Asians than it is for whites; 
and, it is a greater factor for Hispanics than it is for Asians (Myers and Lee 
1998: 9). 
 
4. For Hispanics, "a college degree over a high school diploma makes little 
difference in the immigrant's ability to obtain a house -- not having a high 
school diploma does make a difference." (Myers and Lee 1998: 9).  
 
5. For Whites and Hispanics, those with weaker English skills are less likely 
to be homeowners.  For Asians and Hispanics, men who are bilingual, 
speaking English well outside the home and speaking Spanish inside the 
home, have the greatest chances of ownership (Myers and Lee 1998: 10). 
 
HOMEOWNERSHIP AND COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
 Just as a review of relevant theory resulted in more questions about, rather than 
assertions for, the model connecting homeownership and community participation, so too 
has the review of empirical literature resulted in more questions and doubts surrounding 
this model than support for it.  The first two works reviewed consider possible dependent 
variables to home ownership.  The third work moves beyond a simple dichotomous 
operationalization of housing status, homeowner and renter, and towards a more complex 
operationalization that considers various forms of tenancy.  The fourth and fifth works 
represent a shift in focus from the homeownership, or housing status, variable towards 
community participation.  These works represent an interest to locate better causal 
variables for community participation than housing status. 
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Homeownership as a Causal Variable 
 Rossi and Weber (1996) described their work as an exploratory analysis meant to 
propel further research into the effects of home ownership.  It seems as though their 
purpose was to chart a course for further research that would cut through the, "vast 
surplus of sentimental and hortatory writing," on homeownership, and a "paucity of 
empirical literature," on the subject (Rossi and Weber 1996: 1-2).  The writers note that 
the majority of the, "sentimental and hortatory writing," is connected to what has been a 
major political goal for more than half a century to extend homeownership, "to even 
wider circles of American society" (Rossi and Weber 1996: 2).  They question these 
policies through questioning the assumptions that increasing homeownership benefits 
society.  They conclude that assertions that, "extending homeownership opportunities to 
the poor will produce social benefits and improve American society seems…to rest on 
shaky ground" (Rossi and Weber 1996: 32). 
 Rossi and Weber (1996) note that single-family detached units are much more 
common on the house buying market than the house renting market (p. 3).  They pose a 
question first asked by Shlay in her 1985 and 1986 research, and that is whether a strong 
majority of Americans expressing a preference for homeownership over renting is really 
an expression of American's preference for a type of house more generally available 
through owning than renting (Rossi and Weber 1996: 4).  Unfortunately, when Rossi and 
Weber test for a relationship between home ownership and what amounts to community 
participation, they do not use any controlling variables.  Nevertheless, Rossi and Weber 
found no significant and consistent relationship between homeownership and community 
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participation, or what they call sociability measures (Rossi and Weber 1996: 16).  What 
they do find are strong relationships between "household life cycle and economic 
differences," (Rossi and Weber 1996: 29).  Homeowners tended to be older and married.  
In home-owning households, there were more earners, higher incomes, and also more 
debts.   
 Rohe and Basolo (1997) found that homeownership does have effects on life 
satisfaction and participation in neighborhood and block association meetings, although it 
had, “little effect on the intensity of participation in other social, school, or political 
organizations” (Rohe and Basolo 1997: 11).  Furthermore, they found that 
homeownership in fact negatively affected attendance at religious services (Rohe and 
Basolo 1997: 11).  While they also considered possible relationships between 
homeownership and self-esteem, perceived control and informal social interaction in their 
neighborhood, they found no significant relationships with these variables (Rohe and 
Basolo 1997).  They explain the higher levels of participation in neighborhood/block 
organizations among homeowners, as a likely reflection of homeowners’ interests in the 
protection of their investments (Rohe and Basolo 1997: 12).   
 
Homeownership Compared to Other Forms of Tenancy  
 Taggart (1995) considered what effect a person’s tenure status has on their 
participation in the local community.  Taggart (1995) places various forms of tenure 
along a continuum of individual control.  He asserts that self-interest and socioeconomic 
status decline from, “freehold owners through condominium owners and co-operative 
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members to tenants,” (Taggart 1995). In testing for differences in participation along this 
continuum, he considers the effect that the degree of control one has over their home has 
on a person’s involvement in local affairs.  Taggart (1995) found that socio-economic 
status was not related to participation and satisfaction.  Taggart (1995) found that co-
operative housing, and to a lesser degree, condo housing encouraged, “greater 
participation of residents within the neighborhood and in organizations in general,” 
although this increased participation did not automatically lead to better feelings about 
oneself (Taggart 1995).   
  
Alternative Causal Variables for Community Participation 
 In researching the relationship between home ownership and community 
participation, Reingold (1995) did not find evidence to support such a relationship in the 
Urban Poverty Life Survey for Chicago, IL.  What Reingold (1995) did find, is that there 
are other factors, such as church attendance, family structure, and the number of families 
known in the neighborhood, that likely explain variation in rates of community 
participation.  Reingold (1995) encourages the need that his results reveal, “to look 
beyond the simple causal relationship between community participation and home 
ownership,” (Reingold 1995: 445). 
 Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) tested two different models of local community 
using a 1967 British survey of 2199 adults.  They describe one of these models as the 
Tönnies-Wirth model.  This model asserts that increases in population size and 
population density would result in a decrease of community attachments (Kasarda and 
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Janowitz 1974: 328).  The second model, coming from the Chicago School, is that length 
of residence is the key factor that explains community attachments (Kasarda and 
Janowitz 1974: 329).  Thus, communities with people who have lived in those areas for 
great lengths of time are more likely to be communities with strong attachments to one 
another and society, than more transient communities.   
 Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) compared dependent variables representing 
community attitudes and sentiments, and local social bonds.  Within variables 
representing local social bonds, Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) considered a group of 
variables that measured the degree of respondents' participation in formal organizations.  
Relevant to this thesis, they considered respondents' involvement with organizations 
connected with politics, organizations connected with education and training, and 
associations connected with churches or other religious groups. (Kasarda and Janowitz 
1974: 331). 
 They found, among others, a significant relationship between formal organization 
memberships and length of residence, while they found no such relationship between 
population size and density (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974: 334).  They found this 
relationship, even after controlling for respondents' social class and age (Kasarda and 
Janowitz 1974: 334).  Within the sample, they found that age does negatively affect 
membership; but, controlling for this effect, as well as the effect of social class, the 
relationship between length of residence and membership in formal organizations 
remained significant (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974: 334). 
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SOCIETAL IMPLICATIONS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
 The literature presented in the final section of this chapter helps us empirically 
answer the question of why the consideration of causal variables for community 
participation is important.  Participation within the community is most often viewed as a 
means to bring inhabitants out of a state of powerlessness, and into a state of 
empowerment (Eismon 1975; Arias 1989).  Eismon (1975), through studying a 
simulation activity in a public housing project in Madison, Wisconsin, found that 
involving residents in community leisure activities, as well as resident involvement in the 
solving of community problems, resulted in the loss of the residents’ feelings of 
powerlessness.   
 Arias (1989) builds upon the findings of Eismon (1975), moving beyond an 
assertion that community participation is good for recipients of housing assistance who 
feel powerless, to an assertion that community participation is also good for those 
institutions delivering housing assistance.  Arias (1989) lays out a chain of cause and 
effects:  resident participation is important to resident satisfaction, greater resident 
satisfaction improves the perceived quality of their housing, and this improved perception 
of quality is ultimately the goal of the residents and those institutions that are there to 
assist them.  Arias (1989) also considers the nature of participation, and how the form of 
participation exercised depends on those receiving assistance, the nature of the assistance 
being delivered, and the nature of the organization that delivers such assistance.  Arias 
(1989) concludes that both the organizations delivering assistance and those receiving 
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such assistance need to gain better understandings of resident participation in order to 
achieve such a win-win situation that he claims is possible. 
 Of course, most to all of the subjects in this study are not recipients of housing 
assistance as is the case in the works presented above.  Yet, it is very likely that 
community participation could have many of the same effects regardless of whether the 
residents of a community receive housing assistance or not.  Based on this research, it 
appears that community participation increases residents’ feelings of power in their 
community.  This increase in powerfulness, and decrease in powerlessness, probably has 
a hand in explaining the increased resident satisfaction that Arias (1989) observed.  It is 
also likely that this increase in satisfaction, and increase in residents’ positive perceptions 
of their housing situation, results in more highly satisfied citizens.  Additionally, it is 
quite likely that increased feelings of power within residents would act to increase their 
likely involvement in community decision-making.  All of these connections are 
ultimately leading to a better functioning democracy and society, as the societal members 
become increasingly involved.  This seems to be a good reason to look for variables that 
positively affect community participation, as finding variables that increase participation 
could help shape more effective policies designed to better the functioning of our 
democracy and society.  Likewise, these are also good reasons to evaluate the 
assumptions upon which present policies are based.  If we should find that these 
assumptions are faulty, then this serves as good cause to change these policies, and look 
to build better policies that reflect what we learn about the causes of community 
participation.   
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 This study aims to do just this.  First and foremost it will test an assumption upon 
which present housing policies are based.  Secondly, it will end with suggestions for 
future research that will help us find better variables that explain community 
participation.  The next chapter covers the pragmatics of how I plan to attain these 
research goals. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 
 Prior to beginning, the investigators of the Latinos in Richmond Project used 
census data to research how Hispanic populations in mid-sized cities with a small 
population density compare to Hispanic populations in other mid-sized cities with larger 
population densities (see Cavalcanti and Schleef 2001a).  Based on those findings, they 
designed their study to fill a void in the literature that has left Latinos living in non-high-
Hispanic-density areas understudied (Cavalcanti and Schleef 2001b: 117).  Through their 
research project, they wanted to answer questions about what happens to Hispanics living 
in mid-sized cities with low-density Hispanic populations like Richmond (Cavalcanti and 
Schleef 2000a).   
 In this study, I will use their data to measure the strength of a relationship 
between homeownership and community participation.  This chapter begins with a 
review and assessment of their project and the resulting dataset.  The second section of 
this chapter presents the conceptualization and operationalization of the variables under 
consideration; it also prescribes the necessary data analysis based on the paths charted by 
previous sociological literature. 
 
THE LATINOS IN RICHMOND PROJECT  
Research Design 
 The investigators developed a survey instrument to be administered in person and 
chose a cross-sectional design aiming to represent the Latino/Hispanic population in the 
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Richmond-Petersburg MSA. This area includes the cities of Richmond, Petersburg, 
Hopewell, and Colonial Heights, and the counties of Charles City, Chesterfield, 
Dinwiddie, Goochland, Hanover, Henrico, New Kent, Powhatan, and Prince George. The 
goal of this research project is to provide a snapshot, or profile, of the Richmond Latino 
population at one point in time (Cavalcanti and Schleef 2001b: 1).  This research design 
is different from longitudinal designs where the unit of analysis is observed over a period 
of time. By incorporating the passage of time within its analysis longitudinal designs are 
usually more conducive to establishing the direction of causal relationships than this type 
of design (Singleton, Straits, and Straits 1993: 225).   
 
Subjects 
 The target population in this study is adult Hispanics who live in the Richmond-
Petersburg MSA.  Adult was defined as people at least 18 years of age or older.  The 
investigators defined Hispanic as those people who consider themselves Hispanic and/or 
Latino, “a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Latin American culture or 
origin,” or those whose parents or grandparents are Hispanic or Latino; if the respondent 
had at least one grandparent who was Latino, they were considered Hispanic (Cavalcanti 
and Schleef 2000b).   
 The survey design incorporated two units of analysis.  The individual is the 
primary unit of analysis as most questions on the survey refer to characteristics about, 
and opinions and perspectives of, the individual.  The household is a secondary unit of 
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analysis; a few questions on the survey obtain information about the individual’s 
household: household income, housing status, and household size and structure. 
 
Sampling Design 
 The investigators bought a simple random sample from GENESYS in the Spring 
of 2000 (n=1100).  In creating the sample, GENESYS first created a sampling frame 
based on a telephone information database of phone accounts.  The database they use 
only contained phone numbers that are listed in, or would be listed in, phone directories: 
excluding those with unlisted phone numbers.  They further defined the sampling frame 
by considering only those phone accounts for the Richmond-Petersburg MSA drawn in 
Hispanic surnames.  To define Hispanic surnames, they used a list compiled by the U.S. 
Census Bureau.  The sample GENESYS delivered included the telephone number and the 
name and address under which the telephone accounts were drawn.  
 
The Measurement Instrument 
 The investigators created a descriptive survey that aimed to, “discover more about 
the identity, origin, composition, and integration of Richmond Hispanics,” (Cavalcanti 
and Schleef 2000a).  They constructed a questionnaire of 115 questions (see Appendix A 
– Survey Questionnaire).  Aside from obtaining basic demographic information from the 
respondent, the survey also asks questions about the respondents’ immigration 
experience, their family and community life, their workplace experience, their political 
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participation, and their religious practices.  The survey also contains questions designed 
to measure the respondents’ degree of cultural integration.   
 The investigators drew the survey questions from the U.S. Census as well as the 
General Social Survey.  Additionally, they used previously developed surveys developed 
by sociologists studying various ethnic groups, e.g.:  Susan E. Keefe and Amado M. 
Padilla’s Chicano Ethnicity (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1987); Won 
Moo Hurh, Hei Chu Kim, and Kwang Chung Kim’s Assimilation Patterns of Immigrants 
in the United States: A Case Study of Korean Immigrants in the Chicago Area 
(Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1978); Israel Cuéllar, Bill Arnold, and 
Roberto Maldonado’s “Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans-II: A 
Revision of the Original ARMSA scale,” (Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 
1995); a large-scale survey instrument developed by Alejandro Portes. 
 The survey was largely administered through face-to-face structured interviews, 
conducted in either English or Spanish.  Interviewers were given detailed instructions to 
follow in administering the surveys.  All questions and section transitions were to be read 
to the respondent verbatim.  In rare cases where the interviewer was unable to schedule 
an appointment with a respondent, the survey was administered over the phone.  In even 
rarer cases, the respondent was sent a copy of the survey to fill out and return. 
 Prior to administering the survey, it was pilot tested by 12 undergraduate student 
volunteers.  A sub-sample from the first sample SSI sent was taken for pilot testing 
(n=22).  The data gathered from the pilot test is not included in the data set used for 
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analysis.  The data gathered was used only to refine the survey questionnaire and 
procedures. 
 
Procedures 
 There were four tasks to the data collection: interview scheduling, interviewing, 
data coding, and data entry.  Undergraduate students did most of the data collecting while 
the investigators supervised their work.   
 
 Interview Scheduling.  The project goal was to contact all of the 1100 telephone 
account holders in the sample, and ask them if they were willing to be interviewed.  This 
was no easy task.  Schedulers often called the same potential respondent's household 
more than 20 times trying to connect with the potential respondent.  Connecting with the 
potential respondent was often dependent upon the persistence of the scheduler, and the 
flexibility of their schedule for calling potential respondents at the times that those 
potential respondents were home, and at those times that were convenient for the 
potential respondents.   
 The investigators used a telephone log sheet to keep track of who was calling 
whom, and to keep track of potential respondents' responses.  Each log sheet had the 
name of the potential respondent, and their telephone number, as well as a space to log 
the time and date of the call, and the result of the call: no answer; disconnected/forwarded 
to new number; the respondent lives there, but is not home; respondent no longer at this 
address; respondent asks you to call back at another time; respondent hangs up; 
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respondent is not Hispanic; respondent refuses to do the interview; and respondent agrees 
to do interview.   
 Upon calling and introducing himself or herself to the person who picked up the 
phone, the scheduler would ask to speak to the potential respondent.  If the potential 
respondent was not there, the scheduler would try to gain as much contact information 
about the potential respondent as possible from the person with whom they were 
speaking: other telephone numbers where they could be reached, and day/times when the 
potential respondents would most likely be at home.  If the potential respondent was at 
home, they would introduce themselves to the potential respondent and provide a very 
brief explanation of the project.  The first question the caller asked the potential 
respondent was "Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic or Latino?" (Cavalcanti and 
Schleef 2000b).  If the potential respondent answered yes, then the caller continued with 
a more in depth description of the study, and a request for them to participate by 
consenting to an interview (Cavalcanti and Schleef 2000a).  If the potential respondent 
expressed uncertainty, the callers were instructed to probe the respondent by asking if 
they were a “person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or of any other Latin American 
culture or origin."  If the respondents still expressed uncertainty, the callers were 
instructed to continue the probe by explaining to the potential respondent that the 
investigators were…  
defining the term using ancestry: whether the respondent's parents or grandparents 
are or were Hispanic or Latino. If the respondent has at least one grandparent who 
is/was Latino, we want to include them. (Cavalcanti and Schleef 2000b) 
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 Upon confirming that the respondent was indeed Hispanic, the interview 
scheduler proceeded with a longer description of the survey, and then asked the potential 
respondent if they would agree to an interview.  If the potential respondent refused to 
participate, this was noted and their name and number was removed from the calling 
cycle.  If the potential respondent agreed to an interview, the scheduler then made 
arrangements such that the interviewer could meet the potential respondent at the 
potential respondent’s home, or some other place of the potential respondent’s choosing.  
Of those respondents contacted and who met the requirements to be included within the 
study, 50% participated. 
  
 Interviewing.  The average interview was 45 minutes in length, although they 
ranged between 20 and 140 minutes.  Forty-three different people conducted interviews: 
forty were undergraduate students at the University of Richmond, one was a volunteer 
from outside of the University, another was a sociology graduate student, and one of the 
investigators conducted interviews.  Most interviewers conducted between 1 and 8 
interviews, although one interviewer conducted 47 interviews.  Seventy percent of the 
interviews were in English (n=122), and 29% were in Spanish (n=50); 1% of the 
interviews were in Portuguese (n=2).  Four of the total 174 interviews were self-
administered.  More information about the interviews, and the interview process is 
bulleted below: 
• All interviewers were given training on how to conduct interviews, and 
they conducted practice interviews before conducting interviews with the 
actual respondents.  
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• A pair of interviewers attended most interviews, although some 
interviewers worked alone. 
 
• The setting of the interviews varied from the respondent’s home, to their 
place of work, to a restaurant, to the University of Richmond, or to a 
telephone conversation.  Sometimes there were other people listening-in 
on the interviews: strangers, family members of the respondent, or friends 
of the respondent.  Sometimes the interviews were in relative privacy.  In 
some interviews there were distractions during the interview (a 
respondent’s child needing attention, or a loud group in a restaurant), and 
in other interviews there were no distractions.   
 
• Interviewers were instructed to probe only on certain questions.   
 
• There was space at the end of the questionnaire for the interviewer to write 
their notes and reflections on the interview.  Additionally, interviewers 
could write notes in the margins around the questions in the survey.   
 
• The investigators included some operational definitions in the “General 
Instructions for Administering Questionnaires,” for specific questions; the 
interviewer could read these definitions to the respondent if the respondent 
was unsure as to the meaning of a question or a word.  Otherwise, the 
interviewers were instructed to not interpret or define words or questions 
for the respondent. 
 
  
 Gaining Consent.  Potential respondents were given the option of either hearing 
or reading the consent form in either Spanish or English.  If the potential respondent 
consented to the interview, they then signed the form as proof of their consent. The 
interviewer also signed the form as witness to the respondent’s signature.  The 
interviewer then proceeded with the survey questionnaire.  In the case that the potential 
respondent did not give consent for the interview, the interviewer would leave the 
meeting, empty survey in hand. 
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 In a few cases where it was difficult to arrange a face-to-face meeting with the 
potential respondent, interviews took place over the phone.  In this case, the interviewer 
would read the consent form to the respondent over the phone in either Spanish or 
English.  If the potential respondent consented, the interviewer noted this on the form and 
then signed the form; the interviewer then began the survey questionnaire.   
 In the case that the potential respondent did not consent, the interviewer would 
thank the potential respondent for their time, and hang up, empty survey in hand.  In rare 
cases, potential respondents were faxed a copy of the survey to fill out.  In this case, they 
were also faxed a consent form, in Spanish or English - as specified by the potential 
respondent.  In order for the investigators to use any data collected from these 
respondents, they had to receive that signed consent form from the respondent as well. 
  
 Student Involvement.  Students at the University of Richmond did most of the data 
collection, while students at Mary Washington College did the coding and data entry.  In 
this section I describe the supervision of students at the University of Richmond, 
followed by a description of how students at Mary Washington College were supervised.  
 Students either volunteered to collect data or they collected data as part of a 
practicum course where they earned course credit for their participation in the project.  
Student volunteers and students who participated through course credit were trained in 
calling potential respondents and in conducting interviews.  The project investigators 
wrote the following description of student involvement and training in their research 
proposal: 
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Students conducting interviews either in English or Spanish will be carefully 
screened, and trained in interviewing techniques. They will be taught to protect 
the confidentiality of the subjects as well as to be sensitive to the potential cultural 
differences involved between interviewers and respondents. Students conducting 
interviews in Spanish will be fluent in the language, having completed their 
language training to the advanced level. Some of these students have lived in 
Latin America or Spain already and have been immersed in the Hispanic culture... 
All stages of the research process will be carefully supervised by the principal 
investigators.  (Cavalcanti and Schleef 2000a). 
 
Those students who participated through course credit additionally read articles on survey 
and interview skills as well as articles on Latino demographics in the US.  Those students 
participating for credit were also asked to log 60 hours on the project, and complete at 
least 10 interviews.  At the end of the semester they had to write a short paper 
summarizing their experiences working on the project.   
 Not all of the students who participated in the project were sociology students; the 
student participants came from a wide range of disciplines.  In at least one of the 
semesters of data collection, some students participated as part of a course requirement 
for a Spanish language class.  Table 1 contains a summary of student involvement over 
the four main semesters of data collection. 
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Table 1:  University of Richmond Student Involvement in Data Collection 
Semester Work Accomplished Number of Students Involved 
Fall 2000 Pilot Test of Survey Completed (n=22) 
10 students volunteers 
2 students enrolled for credit 
Spring 2001 Scheduled and Conducted Interviews 
38 student volunteers 
12 students enrolled for credit 
14 students from Spanish Department class 
Fall 2001 Scheduled and Conducted Interviews 
8 student volunteers 
3 students enrolled for credit 
Spring 2002 Scheduled and Conducted Interviews 
24 student volunteers 
13 students enrolled for credit 
 
 
 Coding and Data Entry.  Undergraduate students from Mary Washington College 
in a research method class taught by one of the investigators developed the codebook.  
Two undergraduate students and one graduate student coded all but one of the surveys: 
one survey was coded by one of the investigators.  Coders were given a codebook, and 
then trained in how to code different responses. All coding was reviewed by one of the 
investigators to insure both accuracy and consistency.  Additionally, coders maintained 
constant communication with the investigator, in person or via e-mail, to keep them 
updated in changes to the codebook and to ask them questions.  The students were 
rewarded for their coding either through course credit or by a wage.  Undergraduate 
students in this same research methods class entered most of the data into an SPSS data 
file, checking and analyzing the data as they entered it.  Work-study undergraduates at 
Mary Washington College also entered data.  As with the coding, an investigator closely 
monitored the students’ work every step of the way. 
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Delimitations and Limitations 
 The greatest advantage in using sampling frames based on telephone directories is 
that it captures Hispanic households in predominantly non-Hispanic neighborhoods 
(Cavalcanti and Schleef 2000a).   While this type of sampling frame offers geographical 
diversity, including people regardless of their location within the Greater Richmond area, 
it also comes with several limitations.  The greatest disadvantage with this sampling 
methodology is that it excludes unlisted numbers and those without phones, “which 
constitute as many as 40 percent of the phones in the largest cities,"  (Singleton, Straits, 
and Straits 1993: 260).  This sampling method also excludes Hispanics with non-
Hispanic surnames.  Additionally, the resulting sample includes mostly male names, as 
most telephone accounts are drawn in the name of a male householder.  By choosing this 
sampling method, and by choosing to interview only the telephone account holders, the 
investigators ended-up with a dataset containing lots of males, and very few females.   
 While the investigators used telephone directories as a sampling frame, their data 
collection was not based on telephone interviews.  Using face-to-face interviews meant 
that the researchers were able to take advantage of increased data collection possibilities: 
they could make note of more than a respondent’s verbal response to a question, noting 
both the respondent’s nonverbal communication as well as the respondent’s surrounding 
environment (Neuman 2000: 272-273).  However, a disadvantage to this approach, as 
Singleton, Straits, and Straits (1993) note, is potentially low response rates, 
a) it may be difficult to connect with the respondent at a time when they are 
home, 
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b) interviewers may refuse to go to certain areas of cities, 
 
c) respondents’ general fear of strangers and desire for privacy, may inhibit 
their inclinations to meet face-to-face with someone they do not know (P. 
262). 
 
Telephone interviews alleviate many of these problems.  In my own experience, some 
respondents preferred telephone interviews because they either perceived that it would 
take less time, or it was easier for them to do the interview at that moment you called, 
rather than make an appointment in their schedules to meet.  In addition to these 
response-rate disadvantages for face-to-face interviews, the study also suffered 
disadvantages to response-rates shared by telephone interviews, as it was through the 
telephone that the investigators made first contact with the respondents.  Possibly the 
result of an increase over the last decades in the use of the telephone for selling and 
obtaining marketing data, it was not uncommon for the researchers to receive a standard 
response to non-personal telephone calls: “No thanks,” and then the dial tone as the 
potential respondent hung-up the phone. 
 By choosing to use structured interviews instead of non-structured interviews, the 
chances for measurement error were minimized, increasing the chances for higher-quality 
data (Singleton, Straits, and Straits 1993: 259).  The combination of the structured 
interview, and using a simple random sample, results in increased reliability.  At the same 
time, choosing structured interviews results in lower validity.  Structured interviews 
seldom offer the ability to reach explanatory conclusions (Singleton, Straits, and Straits 
1993: 253), and they can result in,  
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some respondents feel[ing] irritated by the unilateral nature of a structured survey; 
they cannot converse with the researcher or interviewer, they cannot qualify or 
expand answers, and they may be forced to choose among alternative answers that 
they find unsatisfactory," (Singleton, Straits, and Straits 1993: 259). 
 
SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS 
 In studies where primary data is created, the measurement instrument generally 
flows from the researcher’s interests and previous literature.  In the case of secondary 
analysis, this process is inverted.  The researcher begins with a measurement instrument, 
and the data from that instrument, and looks for questions emanating from that data and 
that reflect previous literature.  Often, between the mix of researcher interests, and the 
dictates of previous literature, the researcher can end up with a less than perfect set of 
data for the question of interest.  That is certainly the case here.  If I were to create a 
measurement instrument to provide data that could evaluate the model here, it would be 
different, and would potentially offer better results.  Nevertheless, secondary data 
analysis is very worthwhile when considering the time and money saved, and the 
possibility to still gain fruitful results that can add to the body of sociological literature.   
 
Independent Variable: Housing Status 
 Household housing status measures homeownership.  It measures whether or not 
the home in which the respondent lives is owned by them or someone in their household, 
rented by them or someone in their household, or occupied without payment of cash rent.  
This information was gathered from respondents by asking which of these categories 
applied to their situation.  In this instance, it is difficult to know how people who are in 
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the process of buying their home would respond.  My assumption is that they consider 
their home to be owned by them or someone in their household.  This variable was 
converted to a dummy variable where all of those responding that their home is owned 
were considered homeowners, and those who rent or occupy without payment of cash 
rent were considered non-homeowners.   
 
Dependent Variables: Community Participation 
 I use a combination of Reingold’s (1995) study and Rohe and Basolo’s (1997) 
work to conceptualize and operationalize the four different variables from this study that 
reflect the respondent’s degree of community participation.  In Reingold’s (1995) study, 
he divided types of community participation into different themes.  The different themes 
represented different aspects of a community.  This seems to reflect the community 
orientation of his work, and his concerns with separating forms of community 
participation from other forms of participation.  Following his lead, I have divided the 
four variables into groups of two.  The first set of variables describes respondent’s 
participation in school groups, while the second set of variables describes the 
respondent’s participation in political organizations.  The first variable introduced in each 
set below are the same variables Reingold (1995) used.  He also used additional variables 
to measure these themes of participation; these additional variables were not available in 
this dataset.   
 Another important way for understanding how these variables can be 
operationalized is modeled in the work by Rohe and Basolo (1997).  Their main 
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conceptual concern is social integration.  Thus, they do not focus as much on the different 
themes within community, they instead focus on different types of participation: whether 
the participation is formal or informal.  Formal participation measures, “the extent and 
the intensity of organizational involvement,” (Rohe an d Basolo 1997: 6).  This is in 
contrast to informal participation: “measured by the extent of neighboring,” (Rohe and 
Basolo: 1997: 5).  Three out of the four variables included here measure formal 
participation.  The fourth variable, respondent’s involvement in her/his children’s school, 
could measure either formal or informal participation, or a combination of the two.   
 
 School Groups.  The first variable measures the respondent’s membership in a 
Parent Teacher Association, by asking her/him a yes/no question:  Are you a member of 
the Parent-Teacher Association?  A third response value was “No PTA.”  For the 
purposes of multivariate logistic regression analysis, those responding, “No PTA,” were 
included among the missing count, and the variable was converted to a dummy variable.   
 The second variable for school groupings measures respondents’ perceptions of 
their degree of involvement in their children’s school. The respondents were asked to 
place themselves on a four-point scale in response to the question:  How involved are you 
in your child/ren’s school?  Respondents who had school-aged children, but lived in a 
different dwelling from their children, were asked these questions, and were included in 
the valid count for this variable.  Respondents who did not have school-aged children 
were not asked these questions, and were thus included in the missing count for this 
question.   
  
72
 
 It is important to note that this question leaves the operational definition of 
involvement up to the respondent.  Thus, there are built-in inconsistencies  in comparing 
different responses to the question as two different respondents may reply to this question 
with different ideas of what entails involvement; for one respondent, high levels of 
involvement may include going to parent teacher conferences, while for another 
respondent, high levels of involvement may include going to PTA and school board 
meetings, attending parent teacher conferences, and going to school picnics.  Along the 
same lines, it is impossible to determine whether or not this variable measures formal or 
informal participation. 
 
 Political Organizations.  The first variable measures the respondents’ attendance 
to political meetings and rallies by asking them a yes/no question: In the past three or 
four years, have you attended any political meetings or rallies?  The second variable 
measures the respondents’ participation in political organizations via their contribution of 
money to such organizations.  This variable stands apart from the other types of 
participation expressed here that require time commitments and involve social 
interaction: giving money entails a minimal amount of time, and it does not require social 
interaction.  It does represent commitment to a cause, and of those who attend political 
meetings/rallies, it may represent a higher level of commitment than those who attend 
without investing their money in the cause.  While this variable appears to fall within 
Rohe and Basolo’s (1997) operationalization of formal participation as a form of 
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organizational involvement, I think it is debatable whether or not this variable falls within 
their conceptualization of participation as representative of social interaction.  
 
Control Variables 
 The inclusion of the first two variables is based on the work of Reingold (1995).  
The third and fourth control variables considered reflect the population that the survey 
studied, and the issues of acculturation and assimilation considered in the theoretical 
review.  Out of convention, I will also include some basic demographic variables in the 
regression analyses: age, sex, education, and household income. 
 
 Religious Participation.  The first variable considered, religious participation, is a 
bit contentious, because in Reingold’s (1995) study, he includes it as an independent 
variable, in his comparison of possible independent variables that could explain 
community participation.  In Rohe and Basolo’s (1997) research, it is considered a 
dependent variable and a measure of social participation.  While these authors do not 
offer explicit reasons for their different treatments of these variables, this difference 
seems to emanate from their different conceptualizations of community participation.  
Reingold (1995) viewed community participation as distinct from religious participation.  
In contrast, Rohe and Basolo (1997) were considering social interaction, the 
conceptualization of which led to a much broader inclusion of forms of participation.  In 
keeping with this study’s consideration of community participation, I will continue to 
follow Reingold’s (1995) research model and include religious participation as a control 
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variable.  This is the only ordinal variable considered in the data analysis.  In answering 
the question, How often do you attend religious services?, the respondents chose one out 
of a nine category scale ranging from “Never,” to “Several times a week.” 
 
 Family Structure.  In addition to religious participation, Reingold (1995) found 
that family structure is another variable that likely explains variation in rates of 
community participation.  For this very reason, I have included it here.  Two different 
aspects of family structure are considered:  marital status of the respondent, presence of 
children in the household.  Marital status is converted from the five-response category 
question, What is your marital status?, into a dichotomous dummy variable yes/no: yes = 
”Now Married” ;  no = “Widowed,” “Divorced,” “Separated,” and “Never Married.”  The 
presence of children (yes/no) is based on a question that asks the respondent to list the 
members of their household and their ages.  A yes value indicates that the household 
contains a nuclear family, either headed by a couple or a single parent, with at least one 
child under 18 years of age.  A no indicates all other types of family or non-family 
household structures. 
 
 Language Use.  Language use is included as an indicator of an immigrant’s level 
of acculturation: the more frequent and common their use of English, the greater their 
degree of acculturation.  I created an index of language use based on three questions in 
the survey: What language is spoken in your home?; What language is spoken at family 
gatherings? (Christmas, Thanksgiving); What language do you speak with most of your 
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friends?.  All three variables are based on the same 5-point scale that ranges from only 
Spanish (Portuguese in the case of Brazilians) to only English.   
 Combining these three variables into the language use index resulted in a strong 
Kronbach’s alpha (.82).  Respondents were excluded listwise in the construction of the 
index, meaning that in order for a respondent to be included, they had to give a response 
for each of the three questions.  The responses were numbered 1 through 5, beginning 
with no English, only Spanish  (1), and ending with only English, no Spanish  (5).  After 
combining the three variables, there were 13 possibilities of values (3, 4, 5, …, 15).  I 
decided to reduce these 13 categories to five for conceptual consistency with the 
component items.  The categories at the two extremes contain two values, and the three 
categories in the middle each contain three values.  I grouped the index as such to make it 
more difficult for the respondents to be represented by the extreme categories, and more 
likely that they would be represented by the three middle, and more moderate, categories. 
  
 Citizenship.  Citizenship is included as an indicator of an immigrant’s level of 
assimilation to the U.S..  A person can be a U.S. citizen either by birth, either born on 
U.S. soil or in U.S. territories, or born abroad of U.S. citizens, or they can become a 
citizen through naturalization.  All people in the U.S. are either citizens or they are non-
citizens.  Some non-citizens may be legal residents, and some may be here on visiting 
visas, and others may be residing here illegally; they have no visas or legal papers that 
allow them to be here, or they are here doing things that the are not legally allowed to, 
such as work.  Citizenship and the type of citizenship are gained from asking two 
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different questions on the survey.  The first question asks the respondent in what country 
they were born.  If they were born in the U.S., then the interviewer would know that they 
are citizens by virtue of being born here, and would not ask the second question.  If the 
respondents were born in another country, the interviewer would then ask if they were 
U.S. citizens.  If they replied yes, that they are citizens, the interviewer would ask them to 
specify whether they were citizens by virtue of being born in U.S. territories, born abroad 
of American parents, or through naturalization.   
 In the case of those who are naturalized, citizenship marks a formal level of both 
acculturation and assimilation: they have learned a citizenship curriculum formalized by 
the U.S. government; they are accepted by the U.S. government as societal members with 
rights and representation equal to all other societal members.  As for those who are born 
with citizenship, citizenship marks assimilation.  Thus, in combining these two types of 
citizens together, the most consistent way to conceptualize citizenship is as a form of 
formal assimilation. 
 
Data Analysis Techniques 
 Data analysis will began with a review of the dataset resulting in a description of 
the sample; in addition to reviewing the distributions of the independent, dependent, and 
control variables, basic demographic variables was also reviewed, as well as information 
relevant to the immigrant nature of this study: gender, age, respondent’s education, 
household income, immigrant generation, and respondent’s country of birth.  A 
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correlation table was constructed including independent, dependent and control variables.  
Four different multivariate analyses were conducted: 
1. a logistic regression of PTA membership on housing status, controlling for 
religious participation, family structure, acculturation (language use), 
assimilation (citizenship), and other basic demographic variables, 
 
2. an ordinary least squares regression of school involvement on housing 
status, controlling for religious participation, family structure, 
acculturation (language use), assimilation (citizenship), and other basic 
demographic variables, 
 
3. a logistic regression of contributed money on housing status, controlling 
for religious participation, family structure, acculturation (language use), 
assimilation (citizenship), and other basic demographic variables, 
 
4. a logistic regression of political attendance on housing status, controlling 
for religious participation, family structure, acculturation (language use), 
assimilation (citizenship), and other basic demographic variables. 
 
Additionally, in order to gauge the generalizability of the results, the sample will be 
compared to 2000 U.S. Census data for the Richmond-Petersburg MSA, by running 
binomial tests and one-sample t tests on select variables, including housing status.  I used 
SPSS for data analysis, and an alpha level for significance of .05. 
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CHAPTER 4:  RESULTS 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE  
 Histogram 1 and Table 2 contain the distributions of basic demographic variables: 
gender, age, education, and household income.  As expected, there were many more male 
respondents than female respondents.  Of the 174 respondents in the sample, 35 were 
female (20%), and 139 were male (80%).  As I explained in the methods section of this 
report, the sample of potential respondents was mostly male. This was due to the 
sampling procedure in which a pool of potential respondents was gathered based on 
telephone accounts.  There were many more telephone accounts in the name of a man, 
than in the name of a female.   
 The distribution of ages is fairly normal around the mean age of 41.7, extending 
below the mean to a minimum of 19 years and above the mean to the maximum of 76 
years.  Both the median and mode ages are 41, only slightly younger than the mean age, 
and the standard deviation for this distribution is 11.5.  As a result, there is a slight skew 
to the right, meaning that the distribution of the reported ages of the respondents extends 
further above the mean than below it (see Histogram 1).  Respondents' ages are also 
displayed in Table 2, grouped by ten-year periods. Viewing respondents' ages by ten-year 
groupings, more people reported their age between 40 and 49 years than any other period.  
Those respondents who reported their age between 30 and 39 follow this grouping. 
Combined, these two age periods account for 61% of the total distribution.  
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 Most of the respondents have completed less than an undergraduate degree:  44% 
completed their high school diplomas, and 19% have not.  Twenty percent of the sample 
have completed an undergraduate degree, while 17% have completed some sort of 
graduate-level degree. Household incomes within the sample seem fairly high, with 52% 
of the sample reporting household incomes at or above $50,000 a year.  Fifteen percent 
reported household incomes above $99,999. 
Age of Respondent
73 - 76
70 - 73
67 - 70
64 - 67
61 - 64
58 - 61
55 - 58
52 - 55
49 - 52
46 - 49
43 - 46
40 - 43
37 - 40
34 - 37
31 - 34
28 - 31
25 - 28
22 - 25
19 - 22
Histogram 1: Distribution of Respondents' Ages
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Table 2: Distributions of Sex, Age, Education and 
Household Income 
 Frequency Percent 
Sex   
Female 35 20% 
Male 139 80% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Age (ten-year groupings)   
19-29 29 17% 
30-39 45 26% 
40-49 61 35% 
50-59 26 15% 
60-69 11 6% 
70 years or older 2 1% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Education: Highest Level Completed 
Less than high school diploma 33 19% 
High school diploma 77 44% 
Undergraduate degree 34 20% 
Graduate degree 30 17% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Household Income   
Less than $15,000 9 5% 
Between $15,000 and $24,999 12 7% 
Between $25,000 and $34,999 21 13% 
Between $35,000 and $49,999 37 22% 
Between $50,000 and $74,999 41 24% 
Between $75,000 and $99,999 22 13% 
Greater than $99,999 26 16% 
Total 168 100% 
Missing 6  
   
  N=174 
 
 Table 3 contains information that describes the respondents' family lives, as well 
as their religious participation.  Most of the respondents were married, 69%, and most of 
the respondents had children in their households (56%).  Most of the respondents 
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participated in religious services more than once a month (55%; n=95).  Ten percent 
never attended religious services, while 29% attended between less than once a year and 
several times a year. 
Table 3: Distributions of Family Structure (Marital Status 
& Presence of Children), and Religious 
Participation 
 Frequency Percent 
Currently Married? 
No 54 31% 
Yes 120 69% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Presence of Children? 
No 76 44% 
Yes 98 56% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Religious Participation   
Never 17 10% 
Less than once a year 8 5% 
About twice a year 23 13% 
Several times a year 19 11% 
About once a month 12 7% 
2-3 times a month 24 14% 
Nearly every week 12 7% 
Every week 29 17% 
Several times a week 30 17% 
Total 174 101% 
   
 N = 174 
 
 Table 4 contains immigration information about the respondents:  their immigrant 
generation, the countries where the respondents were born, as well as their U.S. 
citizenship status. Most of the respondents (68%) have immigrated here from outside of 
the U.S. (first-generation immigrants).  Nineteen percent of the respondents are children 
of immigrants (second-generation), and 12% are third generation immigrants.  After 
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being born in the U.S. (32%), more respondents were born in Puerto Rico than any other 
country (12%).  Mexico was the next most common place of birth (11%), followed by El 
Salvador, Guatemala and Colombia respectively.   
 Most of the respondents in this study have been formally assimilated into U.S. 
society by virtue of their citizenship status: 69% are U.S. citizens.  Forty-four percent of 
respondents are U.S. citizens by virtue of being born in the U.S., born in U.S. territories, 
or born abroad of U.S. citizens.  Twenty-five percent of respondents became U.S. citizens 
through naturalization, while 32% are not U.S. citizens. 
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Table 4: Distributions of Immigration Variables: 
Immigrant Generation, Country of Birth, and U.S. 
Citizenship 
 Frequency Percent 
Immigrant Generation   
1st generation immigrant 119 68% 
2nd generation immigrant 33 19% 
3rd generation immigrant 20 12% 
Beyond 3rd generation 
immigrant
2 1% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Country of Birth (6 most common) 
United States 55 32% 
Puerto Rico 21 12% 
Mexico 19 11% 
El Salvador 16 9% 
Guatemala 15 9% 
Colombia 12 7% 
Other 36 21% 
Total 174 101% 
   
US Citizen?   
No 56 32% 
Yes 118 69% 
Born in U.S. 55 32%* 
Born in U.S. territories 19 11%* 
Born abroad of U.S. Citizens 1 1%* 
U.S. Citizen through naturalization 43 25%* 
Total 174 101% 
   
* Percentages of total and not just of those who are U.S. 
citizens. 
N=174 
 
 Table 5 contains information about the acculturation variable used in this study:  
the language use index and the three variables that comprise the index.  The index is 
fairly evenly distributed across the different levels of English and Spanish use, with two 
peaks for the responses less English, more Spanish (28%), and more English, less 
Spanish (29%).  Looking at the variables that comprise the index, it is interesting that a 
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relatively high percentage of respondents noted that they speak only English with their 
friends (39%).  This could indicate that in their friendships, respondents are mixing 
outside of Latino circles, and have contact with people whose first language is not 
Spanish.  There is almost a reversal of this order when we examine the respondent’s 
stated language use at family gatherings: 50% of respondents said that they speak mostly 
Spanish to only Spanish at family gatherings.  The respondents’ language use at home is 
fairly evenly distributed.  Considering all three variables, respondents demonstrate the 
greatest amount of acculturation in their communications with friends, followed by their 
communications with their household members, and they show the least amount of 
acculturation when they attend family gatherings.   
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Table 5: An Index of Respondents’ Language Use Based on the 
Respondent’s Measure of Their Language Use at Home, at 
Family Gatherings, and with Friends 
 Frequency Percent 
Language Use Index   
Low English, high Spanish 19 11% 
Less English, more Spanish 48 28% 
Approximately equal English and Spanish 31 18% 
More English, less Spanish 50 29% 
High English, low Spanish 26 15% 
Total 174 101% 
   
Language Spoken at Home   
No English, only Spanish 30 17% 
Some English, mostly Spanish 41 24% 
Equally English and Spanish 26 15% 
Mostly English, some Spanish 32 18% 
Only English, no Spanish 45 26% 
Total 174 100% 
   
Language Spoken at Family Gatherings 
No English, only Spanish 50 29% 
Some English, mostly Spanish 36 21% 
Equally English and Spanish 39 22% 
Mostly English, some Spanish 27 16% 
Only English, no Spanish 22 13% 
Total 174 101% 
   
Language Spoken with Friends 
No English, only Spanish 23 13% 
Some English, mostly Spanish 25 14% 
Equally English and Spanish 28 16% 
Mostly English, some Spanish 31 18% 
Only English, no Spanish 67 39% 
Total 174 100% 
   
  N=174 
 
 Table 6 shows the distributions of the independent and dependent variables in this 
study:  homeownership, attendance at political meetings/rallies, contributed money to 
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political causes, PTA membership, and the respondents' assessment of their level of 
involvement in their children's schools. As for homeownership, 61% of respondents 
claimed that they or someone in their household own the place where they live.  In 
contrast, 36% reported that their household rented their home.  Most of the respondents 
have not recently attended political meetings or rallies (88%), and most have not 
contributed money to political causes, parties, or candidates (85%).  Of those respondents 
who have children in schools, a minority are members of the PTA (38%).  While many of 
these parents are not joining the PTA, it appears that many are involved in their children's 
schools in other ways: 68% responded that they were either involved or very involved.  
As only those respondents with children in schools were asked the questions about 
participation in schools, the n for these variables (79) is lower than the total N.   
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Table 6:  Independent and Dependent Variables -- Housing 
Status, Political Organizations, School Groups 
 Frequency Percent 
Housing Status: Homeowners?   
Yes 106 61% 
No 67 39% 
Renter(s) who pay cash 62 36%* 
Occupy w/o payment of cash rent 5 3%* 
Total 173 100% 
Missing 1  
   
Attended Political Meetings/Rallies?  
No 153 88% 
Yes 20 12% 
Total 173 100% 
Missing 1  
   
Contributed Money to Political Cause, Party, Candidate? 
No 147 85% 
Yes 26 15% 
Total 173 100% 
Missing 1  
   
PTA Membership   
No 49 62% 
Yes 30 38% 
Total 79 100% 
   
Level of Involvement in Children’s School 
Not involved at all 8 10% 
Somewhat involved 17 22% 
Involved 26 33% 
Very involved 28 35% 
Total 79 100% 
   
*Percentages are of total.  N=174 
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COMPARISON OF SAMPLE TO CENSUS 
 Tables 7 and 8 contain the results of one-sample t-tests, and binomial tests that 
help assess the generalizability of these results.  Through comparing sample means and 
proportions to those of the 2000 Census, we can gauge the likelihood of drawing a 
random sample like this from the population, as represented by the census.  All of the 
one-sample t-tests, and all but one of the binomial tests show that it is very unlikely that 
we would draw a sample like this if we truly were drawing a random sample from the 
entire Latino population in the Richmond MSA.  Of the variables tested, the one variable 
in this sample that does likely represent the population is the proportion of Latinos who 
are U.S. citizens (Table 8).  Comparing the means in Table 7, the mean age for this 
sample is older, and the level of education and household income are higher than in the 
Latino population.  Comparing the proportions in Table 8, a higher proportion of 
households own their homes and have children present, a higher proportion of people are 
married, and a higher proportion are male in this sample than in the population.  Details 
about how census data was gathered and adjusted to match the sample data are included 
in appendix C.   
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Table 7: One Sample t Tests of the Sample Variables Age, Education, and 
Household Income, Using the Means for Like Variables in the 2000 
U.S. Census for Richmond MSA Hispanic Population 
 Sample Census 
 Mean Std. Dev. Mean t df Sig. 
Age*** 41.7 11.53 34.8 7.95 173 p < .05
Education Level** 2.4 .99 2.0 5.43 162 p < .05
Household Income* 4.5 1.67 3.8 5.71 167 p < .05
*** Census and sample figures based on ages 18 and over   
** Sample respondents under 25 years of age not included for more accurate 
comparison (this variable in census only includes those 25 or older) 
* Census figures converted to reflect sample categories (see Table 2)   
 
Table 8: Binomial Tests of the Sample Variables Homeownership, Presence 
of Children, U.S. Citizenship, Marital Status and Gender, Using the 
Proportions for Like Variables in the 2000 U.S. Census for 
Richmond MSA Hispanic Population 
 Sample 
Proportion 
Census 
Proportion Sig. 
Households that own their home .613 .394 p < .05 
Households with families with children .563 .484 p < .05 
U.S. citizens .678 .684 p = .47 
Currently married .690 .483 p < .05 
Females .201 .425 p < .05 
 
 
BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS 
 Table 9 contains all the correlations for the independent, dependent, and control 
variables.  The correlations of children present with the participation in school groups 
variables are excluded because of low n’s; of the 79 respondents asked the two questions 
about participation in school groups, only three lived in a separate household from their 
children.   
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 Table 9 reveals that homeownership is significantly related to PTA membership (r 
= .321; p = .005), school involvement (r = .247; p = .029), and contributing money (r = 
.233; p = .002).1  If we assume a linear relationship between homeownership and these 
three dependent variables, these correlations indicate that within the sample homeowners 
were more likely to participate than non-homeowners.  As for the dependent variable of 
PTA membership, the only other variable that has a strong positive correlation is 
household income (r = .378; p = .001), indicating that as a person’s income increases, so 
does their likelihood of joining the PTA.  However, the r-values of age (r = .319; p = 
.005) and language use (r = .317; p = .006) are close to that of homeownership.  All of 
these relationships are significant at the .05 level.  One other variable had a significant 
positive correlation with PTA membership:  education level (r = .270; p = .019).  The rest 
of the variables all had positive correlations on PTA membership, save for being female, 
which had a slight negative correlation (r = -.031; p = .793).  Thus, females within this 
sample were slightly less likely to be PTA members than males.  
 Four variables have stronger correlations with school involvement than 
homeownership:  U.S. citizen (r = .333; p = .003); education level (r = .311; p = .004); 
household income (r = .311; p = .006); language use (r = .264; p = .019).  All of these 
correlations are significant at the .05 level.  The only two control variables with negative 
                                                 
1 Significance is included in the results chapter, although as shown through the 
comparison to the census section, it cannot be interpreted as applying to the population as 
the sample is not representative of the Hispanic population in the Richmond MSA.  As a 
result, most of my discussion of the results will emphasize the strength of relationships 
rather than the significance of difference relationships.  My argument for evaluating the 
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correlations to school involvement are being female (r = -.123; p = .282) and religious 
attendance (r = -.040; p = .726). 
 Language use is the only variable with a stronger significant correlation to 
contributed money than homeownership (r = .275; p = .000), indicating that those using 
more English were more likely to contribute money.  There are four other variables with 
significant high correlations:  age (r = .229; p = .002); education level (r = .227; p = 
.003); household income (r = .225; p = .004); U.S. citizen (r = .218; p = .004).  Two of 
the control variables have negative correlations to contributing money:  presence of 
children (r = -.149; p = .050) and religious participation (r = -.088; p = .248).  Lastly, 
there are 5 control variables with stronger correlations to political attendance than 
homeownership.  Four of these five comprise the only significant correlations among the 
independent and control variables.  Three of these four significant correlations are 
positive, education level (r = .257; p = .001), language use (r = .215; p = .004), household 
income (r = .154; p = .046), and one is negative: presence of children (r = -.153; p = 
.044).  U.S. citizen had a stronger correlation to political attendance than homeownership, 
but it was not significant at the .05 level (r = .130; p = .087).  In analyzing the 
correlations to the dependent variables, presence of children to political attendance is the 
only significant negative correlation (r = -.153; p = .044).  Thus, within the sample, those 
who have children present in their households were less likely to attend meetings of 
political organizations than those without children present.   
                                                                                                                                                 
importance of relationships based on the strength of the relationship is presented in the 
summary to the multivariate results section. 
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 The greatest surprises in this table are non-significant correlations between 
community participation and both religious participation and family structure.  There is 
only one significant correlation between community participation and a family structure 
variable, and it is negative: presence of children to political attendance (r = -153; p = 
.044).  The only control variables I predicted would show strong correlations to the 
dependent variables and actually do are the acculturation and assimilation variables.  The 
acculturation variable, language use, shows significant correlations for all four of the 
dependent variables, while the assimilation variable, U.S. citizenship, shows significant 
correlations for two out of the four (one school groups variable, and one political groups 
variable).  The additional surprises are the apparent importance of control variables that I 
did not predict would be important.  Both education level and household income show 
significant correlations to all four dependent variables, while there are significant 
correlations between age and two of the dependent variables: PTA membership and 
contributed money. 
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MULTIVARIATE RESULTS 
 An ordinary least squares regression was performed on school involvement (Table 
10).  This regression was followed by three logistic regression analyses on PTA 
membership (Table 11), contributed money (Table 12), and political attendance (Table 
13).  I will first review the results detailed in the school groups tables, followed by the 
results detailed in the political organizations tables.  At the end of each section is a 
summary paragraph that reviews the main findings per variable group.  At the end of this 
chapter I summarize the multivariate results. 
 In running the regression tables, I had to delete children present from the tests on 
school groups because of a low n.  I had wanted to know if it would make a difference in 
a parent’s participation in school groups if they lived with their child in the same house.  
Unfortunately, of the 79 respondents asked the two questions about school involvement, 
only three lived in a separate household from their children. 
 
Regressions on the school groups variables  
 A standard multiple regression analysis was performed between school 
involvement and the independent and control variables. The results of this analysis are 
detailed in Table 10.  The combination of the independent and control variables created a 
significant model explaining 24% of the variance in the dependent variable (R2 = .238; p 
< .05).  Controlling for all of the other variables in the equation, the relationship between 
homeownership and the dependent variable was not significant, and the beta value of 
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homeownership was low, indicating little influence on the dependent variable (beta = 
.088).  
 Examining the other beta values reveals that U.S. citizenship was the most 
important variable, and the only significant variable for explaining the variance in school 
involvement (beta = .293; p < .05).  After U.S. citizenship, education was the next most 
important variable (beta = .238).  Both of these variables’ beta values are positive, 
indicating that within this sample, U.S. citizens, and those with more education, are more 
involved in their children’s schools.  Age and being female were, relatively speaking, 
important variables, and their effects on school involvement are negative (beta = -.197; 
beta = -.120).  These beta values indicate that, within this sample, those who are older, 
and those who are females, are less involved.  As the beta values for religious 
participation (beta = .044), married (beta = .043), and language use (beta = -.069) are all 
close to zero, these variables had little effect on the dependent variables within the 
sample. 
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Table 10: Regression of Involvement in School on Homeownership, Religious 
Participation, Marital Status, Presence of Children, Citizenship 
Status, Language Use, Sex, Age, Education, and Household Income 
 b Beta Standard Error of b Significance 
Independent Variable     
Homeownership (yes=1; no=0) .194 .088 .292 .509 
     
Control Variables     
Religious participation (1-9) .018 .044 .048 .716 
Married (yes=1; no=0) .122 .043 .340 .722 
Citizen (yes=1; no=0) .619 .293 .302 .045 
Language Use Index (1-5) -.057 -.069 .129 .662 
Female (yes=1; no=0) -.352 -.120 .351 .320 
Age -.028 -.197 .017 .110 
Education (1-4) .238 .232 .140 .094 
Household Income (1-7) .048 .078 .102 .639 
    
R2 = .238 ;  p < .05 
   N=75
  
 The logistic regression model on PTA membership, detailed in Table 11, is 
statistically significant with B2 = 22.095 (p < .05).  The partial effect of homeownership 
on PTA membership, when controlling for all other variables, is not significant, although 
its odds ratio, the third largest, indicates that homeowners are more likely than non-
homeowners to be PTA members (OR = 1.79).  Being female has the highest odds ratio 
(OR = 4.97), followed by married (OR = 1.98).  These ratios indicate that, for this 
sample, while controlling for all other variables, females are 4.97 times more likely to be 
PTA members than males, and respondents who are married are 1.98 times more likely to 
be members than those who are not married.  Surprisingly, citizens are less likely to be 
members of the PTA than non-citizens (OR = .77).   
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 Of the ordinal and ratio variables, language use has the highest odds ratio: a one 
point rise in the language use scale, moving towards only English language use, increases 
the odds of that respondent being a PTA member by a factor of 1.5.  Household income 
also increases the odds of home ownership (OR = 1.36).  Age is the only variable with a 
significant odds ratio in this regression  (p = .014).  Its odds ratio value of 1.14 indicates 
that with a one year rise in age, the likelihood of a respondent being a PTA member 
increases by a factor of 1.14.  When considering the large number of values for age, even 
though its odds ratio appears small this variable has a strong effect on PTA membership.  
This is the highest odds ratio for age of all the logistic regression tables presented here.  It 
seems possible that, after considering the number of values in their ranges, language use, 
household income, and age would have greater effects on PTA membership than the 
dichotomous variables of sex, marriage, and homeownership. 
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Table 11: Logistic Regression of PTA Membership on Homeownership, 
Religious Participation, Marital Status, Presence of Children, 
Citizenship Status, Language Use, Sex, Age, Education, and 
Household Income 
 b  Standard 
Error of b 
Wald 
B2 
Sig. Odds 
Ratio 
Independent Variable      
Homeownership (yes=1; no=0) .584 .884 .437 .509 1.79 
      
Control Variables      
Religious participation (1-9) .075 .131 .332 .565 1.08 
Married (yes=1; no=0) .685 1.010 .459 .498 1.98 
Citizen (yes=1; no=0) -.268 .809 .110 .740 .77 
Language Use Index (1-5) .404 .356 1.287 .257 1.50 
Female (yes=1; no=0) 1.604 .968 2.745 .098 4.97 
Age .129 .053 6.013 .014 1.14 
Education (1-4) -.098 .379 .066 .797 .91 
Household Income (1-7) .309 .313 .972 .324 1.36 
     
B2 = 22.095 ;  p < .05 
N=71
 
 Looking at the two school groups variables together, and both Tables 10 and 11, 
the only variable of those I predicted that would affect participation in school groups that 
is significant is U.S. citizenship (Table 10: p = .045).  Just one other variable passes the 
significance test, and that is a control variable I did not predict would affect participation: 
age (Table 11: p = .014).  Putting aside significance, and examining the strength of the 
relationships between the different variables within this sample, as I predicted, 
homeownership, while consistently showing a positive effect, is not the best variable for 
explaining variance within participation in school groups.  The effects of being married 
were positive, and in one case stronger than homeownership.  Acculturation for PTA 
membership, and assimilation for school involvement were more important for 
explaining variation in participation than homeownership.  The surprises are the apparent 
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unimportance of religious participation, and the importance of sex (both variables), age 
(PTA membership), education (school involvement), and household income (PTA 
membership) for explaining participation in school groups.   
 
Regressions on the political organizations variables 
 The logistic regression model on contributed money, detailed in Table 12, is 
statistically significant with B2 = 32.504 (p < .05).  Homeownership was the only variable 
with a significant relationship to contributed money (p = .048).  The odds ratio for 
homeownership is 5.5, thus, when holding all other variables constant, those who own 
their homes are 5.5 times more likely to contribute money to a political organization.  
That said, there is one other variable whose effects on contributed money is likely 
stronger after considering the size of its scale: language use (OR = 1.66).  This odds ratio 
indicates that as a respondent's use of English increases, so does their likelihood of 
participating. 
 Followed by homeownership and language use, education, again after considering 
its scale, may be the next most important variable.  The odds ratio for education indicates 
that a one-point rise in this variable's 4-point scale, increases the likelihood of the 
respondent contributing money to a political organization by a factor of 1.54 (OR = 1.54).  
Of the dichotomous variables, being married (OR = 1.64), being female (OR = 1.54), and 
being a U.S. citizen (OR = 1.45), all increase the odds of the respondent contributing 
money.  Interestingly, having children present in the household (OR = .51), or increasing 
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one's level of religious participation (OR = .89), decreases the odds of one of these 
respondents contributing money to a political organization. 
Table 12: Logistic Regression of Contributed Money on Homeownership, 
Religious Participation, Marital Status, Presence of Children, 
Citizenship Status, Language Use, Sex, Age, Education, and 
Household Income 
 b  Standard 
Error of b 
Wald 
B2 
Sig. Odds 
Ratio 
Independent Variable      
Homeownership (yes=1; no=0) 1.714 .867 3.908 .048 5.55 
      
Control Variables      
Religious participation (1-9) -.113 .097 1.375 .241 .89 
Married (yes=1; no=0) .496 .661 .563 .453 1.64 
Children present (yes=1; no=0) -.679 .577 1.386 .239 .51 
Citizen (yes=1; no=0) .372 .886 .177 .674 1.45 
Language Use Index (1-5) .505 .281 3.225 .073 1.66 
Female (yes=1; no=0) .429 .669 .411 .521 1.54 
Age .044 .025 3.102 .078 1.05 
Education (1-4) .290 .304 .907 .341 1.34 
Household Income (1-7) -.065 .243 .072 .789 .937 
     
B2 = 32.504 ;  p < .05 
N=166
 
 The logistic regression model on political attendance, detailed in Table 13, with B2 
= 16.580, is not statistically significant (p = .084).  The odds ratio for homeownership is 
1.42.  Thus, those who own their homes, when controlling for the other variables, are 1.4 
times more likely to attend political meetings or rallies than those who do not own their 
homes.  There are two other variables with odds ratios higher than homeownership: 
education (OR = 1.81) and language use (OR = 1.33).  These odds ratios indicate that 
respondents who had higher levels of education, or who used more English, had 
increased odds of attending political meetings.  When considering the strength of their 
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odds ratio compared to homeownership, it is important to remember that as the scales for 
both of these variables are greater than two, the difference in their effect on political 
attendance is greater than the difference between their odds ratios and that of 
homeownership.   
 Except for religious participation, which appears to have no effect on the odds for 
political attendance, and age and household income, very small positive effects on the 
odds for political attendance, all the other variables appear to have negative relationships 
with attendance at political meetings.  Being a U.S. citizen hardly affects the odds of 
political attendance, and if it has any effect, it decreases one's odds of participating (OR = 
.98).  Respondents who were married (OR = .59) or who had children present in their 
households (OR = .48) were less likely to attend meetings of political organizations.   
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Table 13: Logistic Regression of Political Attendance on Homeownership, 
Religious Participation, Marital Status, Presence of Children, 
Citizenship Status, Language Use, Sex, Age, Education, and 
Household Income 
 b  Standard 
Error of b 
Wald 
B2 
Sig. Odds 
Ratio 
Independent Variable      
Homeownership (yes=1; no=0) .347 .698 .247 .619 1.42 
      
Control Variables      
Religious participation (1-9) .001 .105 .000 .994 1.00 
Married (yes=1; no=0) -.533 .648 .677 .411 .59 
Children present (yes=1; no=0) -.730 .645 1.279 .258 .48 
Citizen (yes=1; no=0) -.020 .787 .001 .980 .98 
Language Use Index (1-5) .287 .295 .945 .331 1.33 
Female (yes=1; no=0) -.337 .734 .211 .646 .71 
Age .017 .026 .429 .512 1.02 
Education (1-4) .594 .319 3.471 .062 1.81 
Household Income (1-7) .047 .223 .045 .833 1.05 
     
B2 = 16.580 ;  p = .084 
N=166
 
 The results of the logistic regression on attendance at political meetings are 
similar to the results for the regressions on school groups:  homeownership does not 
appear to have a great effect on predicting whether or not respondents attend political 
meetings.  This is different from contributing money, where those who own homes are 
5.6 times more likely to contribute than those who do not own homes.  Furthermore, 
homeownership has the only significant relationship to political organization variables in 
its relationship to contributing money  (Table 12: p = .048).   Still, after considering scale 
sizes, language use and education likely have greater effects on contributing money.   
 Looking at tables 12 and 13 together, and considering the size of the odds ratios 
and the variables' scales, acculturation (increased English language use), is important for 
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determining participation in political organizations.  The effects of citizenship were 
moderate, and in the case of political attendance, slightly negative.  While marital status 
was a mixed bag in explaining participation in school groups, a strong positive effect and 
a negative effect, family structure (being married and having children present in the 
household) largely has a negative effect on participation in political organizations, save 
for marriage’s positive effect on contributing money.  Religious participation does not 
offer much for explaining participation.  As for the other control variables, education is 
once again important for explaining participation, although neither sex, nor age, nor 
household income seem very important.   
  
Summary 
 As this sample is not a good representation of the Richmond metro-area Hispanic 
population, the significance of relationships between independent and dependent 
variables to the population cannot be determined.  However, all is not lost.  By 
concentrating on the strength of relationships between the variables, via beta values and 
odds ratios, the relative importance of different variables within this sample for 
explaining community participation can be asserted.  The relative importance of these 
variables, while not significant to the population, should be considered for subsequent 
researchers interested in studying the homeownership to community participation model, 
and/or the causes of community participation.  The important variables within this sample 
may be found to be significant variables in subsequent, and more accurate, samples.   
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 This said, and taking these four tables as a whole, and the concept of community 
participation as a whole, homeownership was not a consistently important variable for 
explaining participation, although its effects on community participation were 
consistently positive.  The regression analyses revealed that the significant and mediocre 
correlations of homeownership to the dependent variables in Table 9 mostly disappeared 
when the effects of other variables on community participation were considered.  They 
disappeared save for one type of participation in which homeownership appeared to be 
important: contributing money to a political organization.   
 Of the variables that I predicted would affect homeownership, assimilation and 
acculturation combined are the only variables that consistently affect participation.  The 
correlations in Table 9 pointed to their importance, and the regression analyses have 
verified it.  It is important to note that acculturation was important for explaining 
variance in three out of the four variables, while assimilation was important for only one 
of the variables.   
 Family structure, including both marital status and children present, was not as 
important in explaining political participation as marital status was in explaining 
paticipation in school groups.  Additionally, the overall effects of family structure on 
political participation were negative, while marital status had positive effects on 
participation in school groups.  Contrary to previous research (Reingold 1995), religious 
participation was not important for explaining community participation.  Education, a 
variable whose importance I had considered in neither the literature reviews nor the 
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methods section, proved to be important for explaining almost all types of community 
participation examined.   
  
106
 
CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION 
 
 This study has empirically considered and tested the homeownership to 
community participation model for Latino immigrants in Richmond, Virginia.  It has 
additionally empirically considered variables other than homeownership that could better 
explain community participation.  Theoretically, this study has proposed an alternate 
conceptualization of homeownership as a status group, and it has demonstrated how this 
conceptualization applies to the general population, as well as the immigrant population 
more specifically.  Lastly, through this study's focus on Latino immigrants, it has 
reiterated the differences in the meanings of homeownership for immigrants cited in the 
literature, while also uncovering new immigrant-specific causal variables and 
considerations for community participation. 
 In the regression analyses there were a few variables that had significant 
relationships to the community participation variables: homeownership, U.S. citizenship 
and age.  Based on the results of the sample comparison to the Census, these significant 
relationships are not generalizable to the entire Latino population in the metro Richmond 
area.  While the statistical significance of these results is questionable, the significance of 
these results to the discipline, as well as the real world, is not questionable.  There is 
much that can be taken from what has been learned through this project and applied to 
further research within the discipline.  I also believe that the results of this project offer 
fruitful considerations that need to be taken into account as public policies are changed 
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and made.  This final chapter reviews the sociological and practical implications of this 
project.   
 
DISCIPLINARY IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Does homeownership yield more community participation? 
 On every variable tested, homeownership appeared to have a positive effect on 
community participation.  This seems to follow the results of Rohe and Basolo’s (1997) 
study presented in the empirical literature review.  However, the results do not 
necessarily lend support to conservative ideologies: homeownership appeared to have a 
weak effect on community participation in most instances tested except for one instance: 
money to political organizations.  And even when considering this variable, depending on 
the type of political organization this evidence could support either the right or left wing 
ideologies.  Conservative ideologues could look at this evidence and talk of the 
importance of money for any type of organization that is trying to make changes happen 
in communities, and emphasize the validity of this type of participation.  Left-wing 
ideologues would ask to what type of organizations these people are contributing money.  
If it should turnout that most of these respondents are giving their money to political 
organizations that are trying to decrease the presence of socialist institutions in our 
society, then this evidence would support what they say.  Another sociologist may enter 
the discussion of this result, and return to the main point behind the homeownership to 
community participation model: that community participation will create stronger 
communities.  She may question the inclusion of contributing money as a type of 
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community participation that creates stronger communities.  She may question this from 
a Durkheimian perspective of social integration, and ask how contributing money, an 
action with little to no human contact, would create a stronger community.  In short, these 
results do not offer conclusive evidence that homeownership increases community 
participation. 
 Aside from the reasons listed above, there are still other variables that need to be 
examined before we could conclusively assume that homeownership increases 
community participation.  To begin with, in order to settle the debate we started between 
the left and right wing ideologues, we need to find out the political attitudes and voting 
history of the group that contributed money.  While this information is available from the 
dataset, information that tells us to whom these people contributed their money, not 
available in the dataset, would be even better.  Additionally, with an eye to the literature 
reviewed earlier, length of residency in the neighborhood needs to be considered.  Lastly, 
especially per the importance of education and, at times, household income, including a 
comprehensive class index that considers the respondent's income, education, and 
occupation, could enlighten us as to the effects of social class on community 
participation. 
 Having said all of this about homeownership, I do not want to overshadow the 
effects that the other variables of interest in this project had on community participation.  
Similar to Reingold's (1995) results, marital status was important for explaining 
participation in school groups.  Unlike Reingold's (1995) sample, being married and 
having children present in the household within this sample had mostly negative effects 
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on participation in political groups.  Another difference between these results and those 
of Reingold’s (1995) is that religious participation had no effect on community 
participation.  Something this study adds to the body of sociological literature is the 
likely importance of acculturation and assimilation for explaining immigrant participation 
in the community.   
 
Acculturation and assimilation 
 These variables may be important, either because community participation is an 
acculturating process that can help bring greater assimilation, or because certain levels of 
acculturation and assimilation are necessary in order for an immigrant to begin to 
participate in their communities.  The interesting thing that came out of the results is that 
in most cases, when speaking English was important for participating in the community, 
assimilation, in the form of U.S. citizenship, was either not important or had a negative 
effect on the dependent variable, and vice-versa.  At this point this is really a curiosity.  If 
the sample were a better representation of the population, and if these differences were 
significant, it would certainly be cause to think about possible explanations.  The 
exception to this pattern was contributing money, where both speaking English and being 
a U.S. citizen increased the odds of giving money to political organizations.   
 In the introduction to this project I had mentioned how working with an 
immigrant sample presents the issues of acculturation and assimilation to the question of 
causation for community participation.  While these results are not significant, they seem 
to indicate that it is worthwhile to consider acculturation and assimilation as possible 
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causes, among immigrant populations, for participating in communities.  While not 
present in these results, through the theoretical and empirical reviews for this project, I 
have introduced a question about the meaning of homeownership for immigrants:  is 
becoming a homeowner part of the acculturation and assimilation process for the 
immigrant?  This could be included in the conceptualization of homeownership as a 
status group.  Future research comparing the cases of immigrants to non-immigrants 
would help us arrive at a better understanding of the meaning of homeownership for both 
immigrants and non-immigrants. 
  
Making Roots 
 A homeowner who wants to make roots in the U.S. may likely find that they are 
living the American dream as homeowners.  Whereas, those homeowners who are not 
interested in spreading roots in the U.S., or in the place where they live, could instead 
find an American nightmare.  This goes back to a consideration of the special case of the 
immigrant, and the loss of mobility that homeownership entails.  When considering the 
effects of homeownership, it would seem that whether it is a dream or a nightmare to own 
one’s home, that it would stabilize a community in terms of keeping the same people 
there year after year.  The question remains if those who feel trapped in their ownership 
participate in the same way within their community as those who are living their dream.  
In other words, are living one's dream, or possessing a desire to make roots, better 
explanatory variables for community participation than homeownership?  When we 
measure an effect of homeownership on community participation, the positive effect 
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could be explained by a majority of homeowners living their dreams, and not by the 
ownership of a commodity (a home). 
 
Why do people participate?  
 It seems that participation would offer a person a variety of things:  fellowship, 
making contacts (expanding one’s social network), and power to make changes in their 
community.  Community participation, especially via fellowship and making contacts, 
would further an immigrant’s acculturation and assimilation; it would aid their 
integration within society.  For this reason, community participation among Latinos is 
interesting in Richmond because much of it happens outside of ethnic enclaves.  Thus, 
community participation brings Latinos in contact with non-Latinos.  If we construct 
community participation as building stronger communities through increasing the social 
capital within a community, there would likely be many advantages to the immigrant who 
is a part of this capital’s growth.  Community participation among Latinos in Richmond 
could play a part in the success of many of the Latinos surveyed in this study.  In fact, 
when we see the positive relationships between community participation and education 
and income, it is quite possible that community participation begets higher salaries, as 
well as encourages higher education.  The directions of cause and effect here are not 
clear.  Nevertheless, it seems possible that when explaining the success of Latinos in 
Richmond, and other mid-sized cities with a low percentage of Latinos, that community 
participation contributes to their success via the increased acculturation and assimilation 
that such participation likely brings. 
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Problems with the community participation variable 
 There are some problems with this study.  Future studies need to expand the scope 
of participation to include different types of participation, both formal and informal.  
Another weakness that is difficult to avoid is that there is an inherent error built into a 
research project when the very process of participation in a survey is a form of 
community participation.  This connection between participation in the survey and the 
community was explicit in sentences that interview schedulers were instructed to read to 
potential respondents over the phone.  In these lines the interview schedulers told the 
potential respondents that their participation would affect the Richmond community.2   
 The challenge to future quantitative researchers collecting data on community 
participation is how to garner the participation of those people who do not usually 
participate within their community as well, thus offering a more balanced sample of the 
population that participates and that does not participate.  Additionally, including the full 
range of the types of community participation in a survey questionnaire would also give 
future researchers a better gauge of how representative their study is of those who 
participate and those who do not participate.  In the case of this study where only four 
                                                 
2Interview schedulers read to potential respondents the following description of what 
their responses would be used for: 
This is the first systematic survey of the Hispanic population of Richmond. Your 
responses and opinions are very important for us, since we are trying to create a 
representative picture of what the Hispanic community looks like, what its 
concerns are, and the experience of living in greater Richmond. Your 
participation will help determine social policies that will affect the greater 
Richmond community.  (Cavalcanti and Schleef: 2000b) 
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community participation variables have been included, it is difficult to gauge how well 
this sample represents those who both participate and those who do not participate.  It is 
possible that all of the respondents in this survey are people who participate in their 
communities, and that those whose responses were negative for the four questions on 
community participation, would be positive for other forms of community participation 
that they were not asked about.  Alternatively, qualitative data on the causes of 
community participation for Latinos or other immigrant groups could conceivably offer 
better controls against the participation error almost inherently built into surveys.   
 
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
 Based on these results, as well as the results of previous empirical literature and 
the theoretical writing on the subject, as of yet there has been no conclusive evidence that 
being a homeowner increases community stability via increased community participation.  
The question remains as to why policy operates as if researchers had found this 
relationship to be likely.  Until researchers can come-up with better causal variables that 
can be realistically encouraged through policy, this researcher has doubts that any 
significant changes will be made in current policies.  Thus, having reviewed previous 
research, I believe we are still looking for and waiting for definitive empirical studies that 
explain community participation.  We are awaiting the results of such studies that would 
hopefully be heard in the halls of policy makers and that would help us make changes in 
our society to increase community participation.  
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 When the policies are geared towards Latinos and/or immigrant populations, they 
need to consider that the same rules for explaining community participation for non-
immigrants may not apply.  Through the empirical results of this study, it seems possible 
that both acculturation and assimilation are important for explaining community 
participation among Latinos.  Through the theoretical and empirical reviews, it seems 
likely that homeownership among Latinos is tied into issues of acculturation and 
assimilation, as well as access to monetary capital, and home-buying social capital.  
These issues need to be taken into consideration when creating policies aimed towards 
increasing homeownership among Latinos.   
 It is also important to remember that buying a home for an immigrant likely takes 
on the meaning and significance that they are not returning to their places of birth, but are 
staying in the United States until they die.  There may be a considerable portion of the 
Latino population that is unwilling to purchase a home for this reason.  It seems to me 
that this portion of the population challenges the idea that community stability can be 
built largely through homeownership.  If our policies are geared towards increasing 
participation and stability in communities only through increasing homeownership, we 
could be missing a substantial portion of the population that does not want to own a 
home.  Focusing on other ways to increase participation and stability that are more 
inclusive, including those who do and do not want to become homeowners, would have a 
greater effect because we would reach more people. 
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CONCLUDING STATEMENT 
 This project has considered two distinct concepts: homeownership and 
community participation.  Both of these concepts have been fruitfully discussed as 
distinct concepts in the previous literature.  I think there is much that can be gained in 
future research by considering a conceptualization of homeownership as a status group.  
And, I think there is less to be found in considering a relationship between these two 
variables wherein homeownership causes more community participation.  I make this 
statement after having reviewed the relevant sociological theory, where I found problems 
in locating a theoretical support for such a model.  The results of my study have not 
encouraged my thinking that such a model operates in the real world, nor that 
sociological theory needs to be adjusted in order to accommodate such a model.   
 Reviewing the theoretical literature relevant to the problem under study offered 
me the opportunity to not only layout the theoretical groundwork for this study, but also 
to begin considering the next steps beyond this study.  Realizing this has changed my 
understanding of this study’s usefulness.  Rather than a piece that ends with the last 
written sentence, this study serves more as an introduction.  It covers what has been done 
in the previous literature and points either myself or future researchers towards more 
theoretically exact empirical work that needs to be done on the issues of homeownership 
and community participation.  
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APPENDIX C: DETAIL OF HOW MEANS AND PROPORTIONS WERE  
 GATHERED FROM 2000 U.S. CENSUS 
 
 Census means and proportions for Tables 7 and 8 were calculated from tables 
available through the U.S. Census Bureau’s Web site American FactFinder 
(http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/BasicFactsServlet).  I used tables based on Summary 
Files 1 and 2 (100-percent data), as well as tables based on Summary File 3 (sample 
data).  First I specified information for the Richmond--Petersburg MSA, and then I 
requested the necessary tables.  Below I list the tables and summary files that I used for 
each variable.  In addition, I explain how I obtained the mean or proportion from the 
Census Bureau’s table.  The order in which I present the variables follows the same order 
in which the variables appear in Tables 8 and 9. 
 
AGE 
• Table: PCT12H. SEX BY AGE (HISPANIC OR LATINO) 
• Universe: People who are Hispanic or Latino 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (100-Percent Data) 
 
 Table PCT12H is a frequency table separated into two sections by sex.  It includes 
the number of Latinos in the Richmond MSA per age.  In order to calculate the 
proportion of female Latinos 18 years or older, I placed the data into a Microsoft Excel 
worksheet.  I then deleted the population numbers for those younger than 18.  For each 
sex grouping I multiplied the count for each line by that line’s age.  I summed the totals 
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of the products, and combined the male and female totals.  To find the mean age, I then 
divided this number by the total count of people older than 18. 
 
EDUCATION LEVEL 
• Table: P148H Sex by Educational Attainment for the Population 25 Years and 
Over (Hispanic or Latino) 
• Universe: Hispanic or Latino Population 25 years and over 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (Sample Data) 
 
 Table P148H is a frequency table displaying education levels on a seven-point 
scale by sex.  I grouped the seven different categories of the census variable to the four 
categories I used in my analysis, and calculated the mean category level.  Consistent with 
the grouping in the sample, those with some college education and those with associate 
degrees are included in the group high school diploma.  Table 14 contains the census data 
grouped into the four-point ordinal scale of this study’s education variable. 
 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
• Table: P151H Household Income in 1999 (Hispanic or Latino Householder) 
• Universe: Households with a householder who is Hispanic or Latino 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (Sample Data) 
 
 Table P151H is a frequency table with the population count for 16 different 
income categories.  I grouped the 16 census categories into the same 7 categories 
contained in the survey, and calculated the mean category value.  Table 14 contains the 
census data grouped into the seven point ordinal scale of the sample’s income variable. 
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Table 14: Distribution of Latino Household Income and 
Education Level for the Richmond MSA from the 
2000 U.S. Census 
 Frequency Percent 
Household Income   
Less than $15,000 806 12% 
Between $15,000 and $24,999 1090 17% 
Between $25,000 and $34,999 967 15% 
Between $35,000 and $49,999 1240 19% 
Between $50,000 and $74,999 1279 19% 
Between $75,000 and $99,999 638 10% 
Greater than $99,999 581 9% 
Total 6601 101% 
   
Education: Highest Level Completed 
Less than high school diploma 3816 31% 
High school diploma 5236 43% 
Undergraduate degree 2335 19% 
Graduate degree 853 7% 
Total 12240 100% 
   
 
 
HOUSEHOLDS THAT OWN THEIR HOME 
• Table: H15H Tenure by Household Size (Hispanic or Latino Householder) 
• Universe: Occupied Housing units with a householder who is Hispanic or Latino 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (100-Percent Data) 
 
 Table H15H is a frequency table separated into two sections by whether or not the 
household was owner or renter occupied.  I divided the total of owner occupied 
households (n = 2532) by the total number of households (n = 6422) to obtain the 
proportion of households owning their homes. 
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HOUSEHOLDS WITH FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN 
• Table: PCT10 Households by Presence of People Under 18 Years By Household 
Type 
• Universe: Households 
• Race or Ethnic Group: Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 2 (100-Percent Data) 
 
 Table PCT10 is a frequency table separated into two sections according to 
whether or not there are people under 18 years of age present in the household.  The table 
is further divided according to whether or not the household is a family household.  To 
calculate the proportion I divided the number of family households with one or more 
people under 18 years of age (n = 3110), by the total number of households (n = 6422).   
 
U.S. CITIZENS 
• Table: PCT63H. Place of Birth By Citizenship Status (Hispanic or Latino) 
• Universe: Hispanic or Latino Population 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (Sample Data) 
 
 Table PCT63H is a frequency table separated into two sections: native and foreign 
born.  The section for foreign born is further divided by those who were naturalized 
citizens, and those who were not citizens.  In order to calculate the proportion of Latino 
citizens, I subtracted the proportion of non-citizens, total count (n = 23,179) divided by 
count of non-citizens (n = 7336), by one.  There was no way to limit the proportion to the 
population older than 18.    
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CURRENTLY MARRIED 
• Table: PCT10 Households by Presence of People Under 18 Years By Household 
Type 
• Universe: Households 
• Race or Ethnic Group: Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 
• Dataset: Census 2000 Summary File 2 (100-Percent Data) 
 
 Using the same table that I used to calculate the proportion of households with 
families with children, I focused on the subdivisions of family versus non-family 
households.  A category within this sub-division is married-couple family.  I divided sum 
of households with married-couple families (n = 3103), by the total number of 
households (n = 6422) to calculate the number of households with a married couple.   
 
FEMALE (SEX) 
• Table: PCT12H Sex by age (Hispanic or Latino) 
• Universe: People who are Hispanic or Latino 
• Dataset:  Census 2000 Summary File 1 (100-Percent Data) 
 
 Table PCT12H is a frequency table separated into two sections by sex.  It includes 
the number of Latinos in the Richmond MSA per age.  In order to calculate the 
proportion of female Latinos 18 years or older, I placed the data into a Microsoft Excel 
worksheet.  From there I deleted the population numbers for those younger than 18.  I 
then added all the female and male population numbers and figured the proportion by 
dividing the female count (n = 6893) by the total count (n = 16193). 
 
